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CHAPTER II 
Kin, clan and community in 
Proto-Indo-European society 


BIRGIT ANETTE OLSEN 
University of Copenhagen 


o Introduction 


In a cross-cultural perspective, kinship terminology, according with the family 
type and marriage conventions of the individual societies, may range from in- 
tricate systems with subtle distinctions between various types of relationships by 
blood or marriage to the most basic inventories. Thus, e.g., Chinese distinguishes 
between as much as 60 different kinship terms, while Fanti in Ghana only has 10 
(Nikolayeva 2014: 54f.). 

According to traditional classification, the basic types of marriage include: 


1 a patrilineal type where the wife marries into the husband's family, 

2 amatrilineal type where the husband marries into the wife's family, 

3 a nuclear type where husband and wife establish a new family together, 
and 

4 various hybrids such as the patrilineal nuclear type where the patrilineal 
principle is followed while, on the other hand, there is no co-residence 
with the husband's family. 
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The need for specific designations for the individual family members will typical- 
ly mirror these principles, the semantic features being (1) kinship line (direct or 
collateral), (2) direction of kinship, (3) age, (4) generation, and (5) gender: 

In the following, we will have a closer look at the common Indo-European lex- 
icon pertaining to this word field in order to determine whether the very words, 
their existence or non-existence, their structure and etymology, can shed any 
light on the typological characteristics of Indo-European society. In practice, it 
may be more appropriate to speak about what we may call Core Indo-European, 
understood as what was left of the Indo-European family after the first split, that 
between Anatolian and the rest.” 

As demonstrated in ch. 11, our knowledge of Anatolian kinship terminology 
is not only incomplete, it also differs from that of the other branches on several 
points, and it is often difficult, if not impossible, to clearly identify loans, inno- 
vations and accidental loss of lexical entities. Even when a certain term is based 
on inherited elements, it is frequently hard to establish the exact nature of the 
formation. 

Like all semantic fields, kinship terminology mirrors the needs and conven- 
tions of society, and obviously, it must make a difference whether we are dealing 
with the nomadic, pastoral societies of the Pontic-Caspian steppe around 3500 
BC, now commonly if not universally identified as the Indo-European home- 
land, or the somewhat later predecessor of the European and Indo-Iranian popu- 
lations. In both cases, the characteristic features of a patrilocal, patrilineal system 
are apparent, linguistically as well as archaeologically, but with the development 
from a nomadic to a more sedentary lifestyle, we may suspect that it gradually 
became easier to establish more intimate alliances of intermarriage, fosterage and 
guest-friendship between the individual patriarchal households. 

The basic idea that Indo-European society was indeed both patrilineal and 
patrilocal has been deeply rooted since Delbriick (1889) and is shared by almost 
all Indo-Europeanists. As we shall see, linguistic confirmations are found in kin- 
ship terminology and vocabulary pertaining to social institutions in the broader 
sense, notably the verbal root *h2uedhz)/2- ‘conduct, especially used about the hus- 
band ‘leading’ his bride into his paternal household (cf. 8). 


1 Cf Nikolayeva (2014: 69). 

2 Cf. Olander (2018). It is difficult to judge the role of Tocharian, commonly assumed the 
second branch to leave the community, because only a limited number of kinship terms 
are known. 
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Thus, e.g., Meillet (1903: 357), following a survey of Indo-European kinship 
terminology, felt justified to conclude: “Tout saccorde à indiquer un état social où 
la femme entrait dans la famille de son mari, mais ot le mari n'avait avec la famille 
de sa femme que des rapports d'amitié, et non une parenté déinie 3 A sceptical 
attitude to this is articulated by Clackson (2007: 201), pointing to Goodys ac- 
count of the small Pueblo Indian language Laguna (1959) which, while matrilocal, 
allegedly has a system of kinship terminology resembling that reconstructed for 
Proto-Indo-European with "terms for husband's relatives, but no words for the 
wife's father etc”. Now, as we shall see (4.3), Goody's premises are objectionable: 
there certainly exists a word for "husband's father’ in Proto-Indo-European, but it 
seems to have covered the wife's father as well, and on the whole numerous details 
of the Indo-European kinship terminology - e.g., the word for ‘heritage daughter’ 
(2.4), as well as the complex of social institutions including fosterage and war 
bands - make it hard to imagine a general matrilocal structure. 

Moreover, recent research on ancient DNA and Strontium isotopes has con- 
firmed the idea that the Corded Ware Culture, originating from the Yamnaya of 
the steppes, was indeed characterized by patrilocality and exogamy. Thus, Haak & 
al. (2008) have investigated four multiple burials at Eulau, Saxony-Anhalt, from 
around 2700-2400 BC, where nuclear families were buried together, and where 
the males and children were local, while the females had spent most of their lives 
elsewhere. Later, Mittnik & al. (2019), conducting a genetic-archaological study 
from the late Neolithic to the Middle Bronze Age of the Lech River Valley in 
southern Germany, have come to similar conclusions. 


According to the groundbreaking standard work by anthropologist Lewis Henry 
Morgan (1997 [1871]), the possibilities of kinship terminology may be summed up 
by way of six basic systems: 


^ In the Eskimo system, which is similar to that of many modern Europe- 
an languages such as English, fundamental distinctions are made between 
gender and generation. Thus, there are words for "father; ‘mother’, ‘son, 
‘daughter, ‘brother’ and ‘sister. When it comes to ‘uncles, ‘aunts’ and 'cous- 
ins, it makes no difference whether the relationship pertains to the male 
or female line. 

» The HAWAIIAN system is similar to the Eskimo system with respect to 
common words for paternal and maternal uncles and aunts, but it goes 


3 Similarly also more recent accounts such as Fortson (2010: 21) and Beekes (2011: 39). 
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one step further in not distinguishing between siblings and cousins, i.e. 
‘brother’ = ‘male cousin’ and ‘sister’ = ‘female cousin. 

> The SUDANESE or descriptive system not only distinguishes between sib- 
lings and cousins, but also between different kinds of cousins, e.g., ‘father’s 
brother's son’ vs. ‘mother’s brother’s son, and the same goes for uncles and 
aunts, e.g., father's brother’ vs. ‘mother’s brother‘. 

^ A distinction between different sorts of cousins is found in the IROQUOIS 
system, where cross cousins are distinguished, e.g. ‘father’s sister's son vs. 
‘mother’s brother's son, while parallel cousins and siblings are denoted 
with the same terms, thus ‘father’s brother's son’ = ‘brother, and ‘mother’s 
sisters daughter’ = ‘sister. 

» The crow system is similar to the Iroquois in its equation between par- 
allel cousins and siblings. As for cross cousins and uncles/aunts, there is 
skewing between the generations. Thus the ‘father’s sister’s children’ are 
denoted by the same term as the ‘father’s siblings, and the ‘mother’s broth- 
er’s children’ by the same terms as the ‘mother’s siblings: The Crow system 
is consistent with a matrilineal family structure. 

> Finally, we have the OMAHA system where relatives of the same genera- 
tion of the direct paternal and maternal line have the same designation, 
thus ‘father’ = ‘father’s brother, ‘mother’ = ‘mother’s sister’ and ‘parallel 
cousins’ = ‘siblings’ (‘father’s brother's children’ and ‘mother’s sister’s chil- 
dren’ = ‘brothers and sisters’). For cross-cousin relationships, maternal 
cross cousins (‘mother’s brother's children’) have the same designation as 
‘mother’s siblings, as in Crow, while paternal cross cousins (‘father’s sister’s 
children’) are equated with sister’s children. The Omaha system, which has 
often been compared with the hypothetical original structure of Indo-Eu- 
ropean, is seen as the patrilineal counterpart of the Crow system. 


It is to be noted that all these systems possess terms that are either exclusively 
used for or at least comprise the notions of the basic relations of the parents (‘fa- 
ther’ and ‘mother’), the children (sor and ‘daughter’), and the siblings (brother 
and ‘sister’). Following the principle of “natural morphology’, these terms will 
typically have a simple morphological structure, often root lexemes, whereas 
terms with a more peripheral semantic content will tend to have a more complex 
morphology, including composition or affixation (Nikolayeva 2014: 168). 
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1 The basic kinship terms - father, mother, son, daughter, 
brother and sister 


When we look at the Indo-European state of affairs, basic kinship terms in gen- 
eral constitute an extremely conservative and well-represented part of the in- 
herited vocabulary. It is remarkable that out of the six terms, father, ‘mother, 
‘son, daughter, ‘brother’ and ‘sister, four are, or at least may be, characterized by 
the same stem-final element, *-(h2)ter-: *phatér- ‘father’, *mähzter- (or *mähzter- 
or *máter-), ‘mother, *drughzter- ‘daughter, and *b^ráh;ter- (or *b"räh,-ter- or 
*bhräter-) ‘brother’, in opposition to *suHnu- or *suHiu- ‘son’ and *suésor- ‘sister’. 
This group of morphologically related terms also includes "*(/;)iénh;ter- ‘hus- 
band's brother's wife. 

Contrary to the general tendency where the fundamental kinship terms are 
simple root formations, these lexemes thus have a fairly complex structure in 
Indo-European, or at least Core Indo-European. The situation in Anatolian (cf. 
III + 2.172) is remarkable by the fact that the otherwise almost ubiquitous formal 
terms for ‘father’ and ‘mother’ are missing; here we only find the usual type of 
nursery words, e.g., Hitt. atta- ‘father, anna- ‘mother’. Nor is the otherwise widely 
attested common word for ‘brother, “*b"rahzter-", known from Anatolian. 

It is impossible to know for certain if this state of affairs is due to accidental loss 
on the part of Anatolian or in particular if the word for ‘father’ was coined later in 
Core Indo-European, but as seen from Lyc. kbatra- daughter’ < *d"ughztrahz- etc., 
an absence of the element *-(h2)tVr- cannot be claimed for Anatolian altogether.* 

The origin of the end segment *-(h2)ter- is enigmatic, and we are left with 
numerous questions to be answered: is the agent-noun suffix *-ter- involved, and 
if it is, did it perhaps originate in one or two of the kinship terms ‘father’ and 
‘daughter’ and spread analogically to the rest? Is it accidental that all these terms 
include or at least may include an *-h - before *-ter-? Is this *-h2- originally the 
first element of a "suffix" or final root (if we are dealing with compounds), or 
rather the final element of the preceding root? And what are the underlying root 
elements of ‘father; ‘mother’, ‘brother, ‘daughter’ and ‘sister-in-law’? 

If *-hzter- is either a suffix, an original root element or perhaps even a com- 
bination of a root *-het- and a suffix *-Vr-, the initial root of *phzter- ‘father 
must originally have contained an additional root-final laryngeal since it would 
otherwise consist of a simple *p-. Incidentally, the only known root that might fit 


4 Cf. also Starke (1987) for a discussion of the Anatolian evidence. 
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as a second element is *hzet(h,)- ‘go, wander’> which does not seem semantically 
appropriate. 

A complete kinship term suffix *-h2ter- is perhaps not quite excluded, but if 
such a suffix existed from the very beginning it is hard to understand the di- 
vergence between the inflectional patterns of the individual words. Thus, ‘father’ 
and ‘daughter’ seem to have followed a regular hysterokinetic paradigm, where- 
as ‘mother; ‘brother’ and ‘sister-in-law’ appear to combine initial stress with full 
grade of the suffix in the strong cases. It therefore seems most likely that the ele- 
ment at some point spread from the morphologically regular ‘father’ and ‘daugh- 
ter’ to the three other kinship terms, in much the same way as Arm. dustr ‘daugh- 
ter’ at a later stage influenced ustr ‘som for expected *un < *suHnu- (Szemerényi 
1977: 19). 

In his discussion of the basic kinship terms, Benveniste (1969: 212) makes no 
attempt to analyse the final segment, dismissing the possibilities of either an agent 
noun or, another possible option, a variant of the comparative suffix: 


il est par suite impossible de dire si dés l'origine la finale était un suffixe. En 
tout cas ce -ter nest ni le morphème des noms d’agent, ni celui des compar- 
atifs; on peut seulement constater que, issu de "pater et mater, il est devenu 
indice d'une classe lexicale, celle des noms de parenté. Cest pourquoi il a été 
généralisé dans les autres termes de cette classe 


If ‘father’ and ‘mother’ were indeed both responsible for the extension to the oth- 
er terms, no explanation is given for the difference between the two words with 
respect to accent and ablaut. 

Alternatively, Szemerényi (1977: 10) identified the suffix with an athematic 
version of the contrastive *-tero-, starting from the pair ‘father’ : ‘mother, both 
allegedly originating in the “Lallwörter” *pa- and *ma-, despite the divergent In- 
do-Iranian evidence, e.g., Ved. pitár- pointing to *pa(2)-,° again without account- 
ing for the accentual difference between the two. 


5 Cf. Ved. atasi ‘you wander and the Italic and Germanic word for the ‘year, Lat. annus, 
Goth. dat.pl. abnam, etc. (LIV? 273). 

6 According to Szemerényi (l.c.), “Aryan pi-" is not necessarily “the weakened form of an 
original pä-”, but possibly a “blend with the most significant term in the father's orbit, 
i.e., pitu- food”. This explanation is not only semantically unsatisfactory in so far as 
the baby's immediate access to food is the mother, but also formally impossible since 
Avestan ptä, tà beside pita (Hoffmann & Forssman 1996: 151) excludes an Indo-Iranian 
full i-vowel. 
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Sihler (1988: 558f.) refers to an observation shared by Warren Cowgill and 
himself, that “the common affix in all these [kinship terms] is not *-ter [as in the 
agent-noun suffix] at all, but *-H2ter-”. The meaning of this ^*-H;ter-" is assumed 
to be “kinsman” or the like. For a starting point, “**ma and (probably) **pa ... 
were something like the familiar/intimate forms of address, and probably inde- 
clinable5 and the derived forms "*má-Hiter- and *p-Hzter- (< **pa-Hstér-) were 
something like ‘mother/father’ from the standpoint of kinship and inflected”. Still, 
Sihler and Cowgill fail to account for the difference between root-accented and 
suffix-accented forms. 

Somewhat similarly, Carruba (1995) assumed that the kinship terms of this 
group consist of original compounds whose final member *h,tér- ‘Sippe, kinship’ 
is also found in HLuv. a-tara/i-, Lyc. atla- "image; person (» own); blood; kin- 
ship" and perhaps Gk. étaipoc ‘fellow, companion, but here the discrepancy be- 
tween the initial laryngeals (*h,- in a-tara/i- etc.) seems insurmountable. 

Parvulescu (1993: 89) holds an intermediate position, analysing *-tér in the 
word for ‘daughter’ (allegedly “worker”) as an agent-noun suffix while he attrib- 
utes a "classificatory function" to the suffix of ‘father’ and ‘mother’: “Therefore, it 
appears that the IE suffix *-tér had in kinship terminology a dual role, agental as 
well as classificatory”. 

A quite complicated hybrid solution is suggested by Pinault (2007: 276f.), 
elaborated in Pinault (2017a: 89) who assumes that the contrastive suffix *-ter- is 
added to abstracts or collectives in *-h2-, e.g., *phihster > *phzter "(man) belong- 
ing to the family’ as opposed to other families or clans from an abstract *ph;-éh;- 
‘field, fold; cognate to Ved. páthas- ‘fold, herd; and derived from the root *peh;- 
‘to move" The underlying noun would refer to the “area where the members of 
the social group as well as the cattle can move both freely and under control" 

In Tremblay’s treatment of the kinship terms in *-ter- (2003), the final segment 
is identified with the agent-noun suffix, and the main issue of his work is the re- 
construction of the original accent and ablaut patterns. 

Irrespective of the origin of *-hater-, it should be noticed that, taken at face 
value, only the words for ‘father’ and ‘daughter’ are fully compatible with a famil- 
iar accent and ablaut pattern, both pointing to a hysterokinetic paradigm with 
zero grade in the root, *phater, *phatrós and *drughzter, *d"ughztrös respectively. 
In both of these terms, there is a possible etymological candidate for the root 
element: for ‘father, as is often assumed, the root *pehzi- ‘protect’ (LIV 460), so 


7 The root is scantily attested and semantically somewhat unclear (LIV? 459), and the 
root-final laryngeal is not necessarily *h; as assumed by Pinault. 
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that the father would originally be the ‘protector’ if *-ter- is interpreted as the 
agent-noun suffix;? for ‘daughter’ probably the root *d'eugh;- ‘be useful’ or ‘give 
milk (cf. 1.5). 

Summing up, it may be the simplest and most likely scenario that 


1 two original agent nouns, *phzter and *d'ughstér, both derived from roots 
accidentally ending in *-h2-, were lexicalized in the meanings (protector 
>) ‘father’ and daughter, the former perhaps, but not necessarily, only in 
Core Indo-European, the latter already, irrespective of its original mean- 
ing, at a stage including Anatolian; and that 

2 the element *-hzter- was isolated from ‘father’/‘daughter’ and analogically 
extended to the word for ‘mother’ and possibly ‘brother and ‘sister-in-law, 
at least in Core Indo-European. 


11 Father 


For the concept of ‘father, there exists a whole series of well-attested nursery 
words, which in most languages belong to more informal stylistic layers.? It is, 
however, uncertain whether the more formal "p/i;tér- should be attributed to 
Indo-European proper or just Core Indo-European since it does not occur in 
Anatolian. Here the Hittite word is atta-!? corresponding to e.g. Goth. atta beside 
fadar (cf. v1 - 111 on PGmc. *attan-). In Albanian, the original nursery word até 
has taken over the general meaning,!! and the same goes for the Slavic diminutive 
continued in OCS otoco (< *-iko-) ‘father’. The same basic stem is also behind Oir. 
aite ‘foster-father; tutor, teacher’ with original adjective suffix *-io- (‘a father-like 
person’).!2 Other widespread nursery words/hypocoristics are *tata-, found in 
Luw. tata/i- (mı - 2.1), Skt. tata-, Gk. org, Lat. tata,!° W tad ‘father’; and *papa-, 


Cf. Tremblay (2003: 81) with references. 
IEW (71), Szemerényi (1977: 6f. ), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 667), Mallory & Adams 
(1997: 194f. and 2006: 210f.). 

10 Cf. M+ 2.1. 

1 Synchronically, até, as the more formal term, is opposed to the hypocoristic tatë, cf. 
VII: 1.1. 

12 [tis suggestive that the hypocoristic stem is here used for the foster-father, not infre- 
quently the mother's brother, as opposed to the formal athair for the typically more 
severe biological father, cf. 3.1.2. 

13 Perhaps a Greek loanword, cf. V + 11.1.2. 
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found in Pal. papa (ıı - 2.1), Gk. rare. Thus the Indo-Europeans seem to have 
made a distinction between a formal ‘father’ and a hypocoristic ‘daddy. Perhaps 
the former was predominantly used as a term of reference, the latter as a term of 
address. 

The general and formal word for ‘father; indicating the biological father as well 
as the head of the patriarchal family structure, goes back to a protoform *phzter- 
:14 Toch.A. pacar (gen. päcri), B päcär (gen. patri);'5 Ved. pita (acc. pitáram, gen. 
pituh);!° OAv. pta, tà, YAv. also pita (acc. OAv. p*taram, YAv. pitaram, dat. OA. 
pi9re, fadroi); OP pita (gen. pica); Gk. mathp (acc. matépa, gen. matpdc; Myc. 
pa-te);!® Arm. hayr (gen. hawr);!? Lat. pater (gen. patris); Osc. patir (Mars. dat. 
patre);?° Oir. athair (gen. athar);? Goth. fadar etc.?? 

The etymological background of Lith. tévas ‘father’ is unclear?? Fraenkel 
(1962-65: II, 1085f.) compares with the apparent nursery word tetis ‘little father; 
while Szemerényi (1977: 7) assumes a simplification of the inherited *p(h2)té- con- 
taminated with another word from the same semantic field, *hzauhzos ‘grand- 
father’ (cf. 2.1). At least from a semantic point of view, the comparative Baltic 
evidence is not unfavourable to a solution along these lines, cf. Latv. tévs ‘father, 
old man, tévainis ‘father, grandfather, father-in-law. 

Most often the inherited paradigm is assumed to be of the hysterokinetic va- 
riety, nom. *photér, acc. *phstér-m, gen. *phatr-ós (or *-és), based on the testimony 
of Old Iranian, Greek, Armenian, Italic and Celtic.?* The apparently divergent 
evidence of Vedic and Germanic where we find the genitives Ved. pitur « *-rs and 


14 Buck (1988 [1949]: 103f.), IEW (829), Szemerényi (1977: 6-7), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 667), Mallory (1997: 194f. and 2006: 210f.), NIL (554-62). 

15 Cf. Adams (2013: 1 390) on the paradigm. 

16 EWAia (II 128f.). 

17 Pica < *phztrös, cf. Brandenstein & Mayrhofer (1964: 60). The Old Iranian paradigm 
thus differs from the Vedic where the gen. ending -uh is secondary. Cf. also IV * 1.1 on 
the inventory of forms in Old, Middle and Modern Iranian. 

18 GEW (II 481£), Beekes (2010a: 1157f.). 

i9 Martirosyan (2010: 387). Cf. also Olsen (1999: 150-53) on the paradigms of hayr ‘father’, 
mayr ‘mother and etbayr ‘brother. 

20 Ernout & Meillet (487f.), WH (II 262-65), de Vaan (2008: 449f.); see also V - 3. 

21 LEIA (A-100), Matasović (2009: 126). 

22 Kroonen (2013: 121). Cf. also VI + 1.2 on the Germanic forms. As opposed to the usual 
form atta, Goth. fadar is a hapax in Gal.4.6 where it serves as a gloss: "abba, fadar!" for 
ABBA ó narıp. 

23 Derksen (2015: 464), ALEW (II 1096-9). 

24 Cf. also Beekes (1985: 169), Lühr (2000). 
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OE feadur < *fadur(a)z is open for analogical explanations, the Vedic form from 
the originally acrostatic paradigms of the agent nouns in *-tor-, if not - less likely 
- from other, differently accented, kinship terms like ‘mother’ or 'brother??* and 
the Old English stem either from semantically related paradigms (cf. especially 
ON gen. brödor « *bröburaz) or from preconsonantal case forms such as the dat. 
pl. in *-r-mis (cf. Bammesberger 1990: 206f.). 

An original meaning ‘protector’ or even ‘herdsman’ would be both morpho- 
logically and semantically fitting. The paradigm is in full accordance with a hys- 
terokinetic agent noun derived from the root *pehzi- “schützen, hüten, weiden” 
(LIV? 460). It should be noted that since the root is in the zero grade where the 
interconsonantal laryngeal would automatically trigger the development of a 
prop vowel, i.e. *phzostér, *phsastér-m, *ph2actr-ds, aspiration of the following *-t- 
according to the rule stipulated by Olsen (1989 and later) is not to be expected; the 
formation is perfectly regular. 

Semantically, a derivative of a root that is also used about the protection and 
herding of cattle seems a very appropriate designation of the head of a pastoralist 
household. Cf. e.g. RV 1.72.6: 


pasün ca sthátfn carátham ca pāhi 
Protect the livestock, both the still and the moving, ?® 


or RV 10.128.6: 


ágne manyüm pratinudán páresam 

ádabdho gopáh pári páhi nas tvám 

O Agni, repulsing the battle fury of the others [= the enemy], as an undeceivable 
herdsman [lit. ‘cowherd’], protect us on every side. 


One may also think of the probably inherited expression reflected in Ved. gopá 
jánasya, Gk. noıueva A&cv, OEng. folces hyrde (Watkins 1995a: 45). While the 
king would thus be the ‘shepherd of the people, the *ph2-tér, on a smaller scale, 
would originally be the herdsman or protector of his own household. 


25 Hoffmann (1976: 598) favours two separate paradigm types in the kinship terms where 
the ending reflected in the original genitive of "brother, **b^réa;trs", would have been 
generalized in Indo-Iranian and Germanic, that of the hysterokinetic paradigm of 'fa- 
ther’ in the other languages. Cf. also Tremblay (2003: 1-2) with references. 

26 ‘Translations of the Rigveda by Jamison & Brereton (2014). 
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With the archaic zero grade of the root, *ph;tér- would be the regular hyster- 
okinetic agent noun preserved in the lexicalized meaning of (‘protector, herds- 
man >) ‘father as opposed to Ved. patár- ‘protector’ (with generalized full grade 
in the root), as in RV 2.20.3 (Indra): narám astu pata ‘he shall be a protector of 
men. 

Returning to the formal details, it is remarkable that in Avestan some forms 
of the paradigm have lost the laryngeal: GAv. nom.sg. ptà (and tà) and acc.sg. 
ptaram as opposed to dat.sg. pi?re (but also foóroi). This has been interpreted 
as an indication of an alternation between “vocalization” and loss of interconso- 
nantal laryngeals even in initial syllables. However, this is a drastic conclusion to 
draw from one single word in one single language. As I have argued elsewhere,?” 
the laryngeal loss is most likely a consequence of sentence sandhi: it is main- 
ly restricted to those cases where the word for ‘father’ is intimately connected 
with a preceding word or clause. Cf. in particular Y.44.3, kasnā zg9a pta asahiia 
paouruiié ‘who (was the) engenderer, the father of truth in the beginning?’ where 
zg9ä ptä reflects the inherited phrase *génh,tor phstér, identical with Gk. yevétwp 
matyp® and generally used about the primordial father or father of the gods. 

The very existence of such a phrase, which must be ascribed to the Indo-Eu- 
ropean inventory of poetic set phrases,?° contradicts Benveniste's radical inter- 
pretation (1969: 210) that *ph2tér- was originally not used about the biological 
father, but only indicated the father in a functional sense.?? Thus, an example like 
RV 4.17.12: 


kiyat svid Índro ádhyeti mätüh kiyat pitür janitur yó jajána 
how much does Indra know of his mother, how much of his father, his begetter 
who begot him 


- clearly stresses the act of begetting even though the context is mythological. 

A semantic extension from ‘biological father’ to ‘father of a social group’ is 
quite commonplace. An obvious parallel is the more recent use of ‘father’ in the 
meaning 'head of a religious community, and it is only natural that this formal 
term, rather than a nursery word such as *atta-, is used in derivatives and com- 
pounds with the focus on social or religious implications. This includes the phrase 


27 Olsen (2018) with special reference to Meillet (1918). 

28 Euripides, Ion 136: BoiBoc uoi yevérop natýp “Phoibos is my begetter and father”. 

29 Cf. Schmitt (1967: 153). Nevertheless, Schmitt rejects the suggested interpretation of Av. 
zQ9á as an agent noun ‘engenderer. 

30 Cf. also V + 3.1 on the poetic and solemn character of Lat. genitor. 
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*diéus postér,?! continued in Ved. dyauh pita, Gk. (voc.) Zed r&rep, Lat. Iuppiter?? 
‘Father Heaven,’ and also the secondary derivative continued in Lat. patronus 
‘protector, patron’ where a nursery term would have been quite out of place. 

Where the ‘father’ is thus the head of the family here on earth, the ‘fathers’ or 
ancestors also have their place in the hereafter in Vedic mythology. In Latin, on 
the other hand, the patres designate both the senators as the fathers of the state 
(patres conscripti, cf. v - 3.3) and the venerated members of the paternal ancestral 
line. 

The need to express a child's legitimacy in relation to its father's bloodline, 
is reflected in the inherited compound, OP hamapita, designating ‘of the same 
father, usually found in connection with the corresponding ‘of the same mother’. 
This compound is attested in the famous statement by the Persian king Dareios 
(DB I.29-31): 


avahya Kabüjiyahya brata Bardiya nama aha hamata hamapita Kabüjiyahya. 
Pasäva Kabüjiya avam Bardiyam avaja 

of that Cambyses there was a brother, Smerdis by name, having the same mother 
and the same father as Cambyses. Afterwards, Cambyses slew that Smerdis 


Here the explicitation that Cambyses and Smerdis were in fact full brothers prob- 
ably serves to stress the monstrosity of the killing.?* 

Corresponding formations are found in Gk. öuorrätwp, TochA soma-pacär, ON 
samfeöra and also the generally unacknowledged Armenian cognate hamahayr, e.g., 
hamahark¢ miamawr ordik« “children with the same father from one mother" (Elise), 
and elbark“ nora ... hamahayr ew occ hamamayr “his brothers ... of the same father, 
and not of the same mother” In this particular case, the distinction is between full 
brothers and half-brothers united through the paternal line. 

Otherwise, ‘brothers specified as ‘having the same father’ may very well have 
served the purpose of distinguishing them from ‘paternal cousins’ that are also 
referred to as ‘brothers. In a patrilineal society, the importance of brotherhood 


31 C£ Schmitt (1967: 149-52). 

32 Originally vocative; cf. also the nom. Diés pater. 

33 The same concept, only expressed with the indigenous nursery words for ‘father, may be 
attributed to Anatolian where *phzter- is unattested: Pal. tiyaz ... papaz, Luw. tätis tiwaz, 
cf. NIL (558). 

34 Benveniste’s explanation (1969: 213) that Dareios himself is talking about his consan- 
guineal brother must be a misunderstanding. 
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lies in the common descent, not necessarily from the same father, but in broader 
terms from the same paternal line. 

A secondary derivative is found in Arm. hamhawreay, attested in Lev. 18.11 
in a rule against incest: hamhawreay k°oyr k*o € ‘having the same father (Gk. 
óuoná&rpic) she is your sister.?° Here the suffix -eay, with “breaking” *(phztr)-ihz- 
> -ia- > -ea- (cf. Olsen 1992), is historically identical with -iya- as in Ved. svasriya- 
‘sister’s son’ (cf. 1.7 and Olsen 1999: 383). 

The usual adjective of appurtenance connected with *phztér- is *p(h2)datrio/ 
ah;-, attested with its original meaning in Ved. pítrya- (RV+) ‘of the father(s); Gk. 
ná&pioc, Lat. patrius (Enn+), Toch.B. patarye ‘paternal. Substantivizations include 
Gk. rartpıa, Ion. narpın (Hdt+) ‘paternal kin; Lat. patria ‘homeland’ (Enn+), MIr. 
aithre ‘paternal kin and MW edryd(d) ‘(*paternal) homestead’ As a consequence 
of the patriarchal and patrilineal Indo-European society, *phztrio- has the extend- 
ed meanings of ‘belonging to the paternal line’ or ‘pertaining to the ancestors. 
Therefore, as emphasized by Wackernagel (1953 [1919]: 668-77), it is natural that 
*phztrio- is not matched by a corresponding old derivative *mahztrio-: women 
were not representatives of their own bloodline and had no property of their own. 
As explicitly stated in Old Indic literature: “Gattin, Sohn, Sklave sind besitzlos...; 
was sie bekommen gehört dem, dem sie gehören”, and “die Hausfrauen sind wed- 
er ihres Ichs Herrinnen noch eines Erbs" (Wackernagel 1953 [1919]: 41). 

The isolated primary derivative "ph;trah; continued in Gk. métpa, Ion. matpy 
‘paternal kin, homeland’ (Il.+), on the other hand, may have been modelled on 
gpytpy ‘brotherhood’ (cf. 1.6), as suggested by Risch (1974: 16) (cf. also Chan- 
traine 1933: 24f.). 

Another adjectival derivative is *phztr-ikö-, attested in the West Indo-Euro- 
pean branches of Germanic, Celtic and Italic. From Celtic we have the Gaul. PN 
Atricus, and in Germanic a protoform "faóriga- accounts for ON pl. (*feörgar >) 
feðgar ‘father and son’ and OSw (Run.) faprkar (Holthausen 1948: 57). As rightly 
observed by Casaretto (2004: 571), the meaning of fedgar is best understood as the 
relic of an elliptic (dual ^) plural. The derivational basis would be a singulative 
in *-ik- as argued below, and the original meaning something like 'one of the fa- 
ther-group with his companion.® 


35 Cf. also VIII + 2.1 on this chapter of the Leviticus. 

36 Cf VI- 1.2, also on the corresponding feminine Germ. *mödrigön- (pl) > ON mæðgur 
etc. ‘mother and daughter’ which seems like a mirror image of *fadriga-. The derivative 
*moórigina- (n.pl.) > ON mæðgin- ‘mother and sor is semantically more surprising, 
but similar formations are found in ON fedgin, both ‘father and mother’ and ‘father and 
daughter; as well as systkin ‘sibling. 
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A corresponding Lat. patricus is directly attested as a grammatical term where 
patricus casus stands for the genitive as a calque from Gk. ý matpixy (WH II 263 
with references). It must, however, also be assumed as the derivational basis of 
patricius, defined by Cicero (Rep.II 12.73) as a son of a patrician senator (cf. also 
patres in the meaning ‘senators’). Patricius is attested since Plautus and the model 
ofa series of derivatives of names of officials: aedilicius, tribunicius etc. (Leumann 
1977: 301). Gk. matpixdc "paternal; on the other hand, is relatively late, in com- 
petition with zr&rpioc and matp@oc (cf. 3.1.1), and thus possibly an independent 
creation (Chantraine 1933: 391, 2009 [1968-80]: 833). 

For the function and origin of the suffix, Holthausen’s comparison (l.c.) with 
Lat. senex (< *-ak-s < *-ahz-s) may be quite to the point. Apparently, derivatives 
in *-ak-s and *-ik-s have the primary function of singulatives.?? Thus, e.g., *seno- 
‘old’ would be connected with the collective *senah;- ‘the old; from which the in- 
dividualizing *senahz-s > *senaks (with ‘laryngeal hardening’) > Lat. senex would 
be ‘a specimen of the old, an old individual’. Similarly, the ‘vrkih’ type probably 
originated in singulatives in *-ih2-s > *-ik-s, and with generalization of the -k-al- 
ternant, thematic derivatives of these stems, adjectives in *-iko-, must indicate 
something or someone belonging to such a single member of a collective. With 
further addition of the secondary adjective suffix *-io-, that is exactly the sense 
we see in Lat. patricius ‘associated with someone belonging to a member of the 
community of fathers, the patres.?* 

Finally, at least a superficial similarity is observed between the formation of Lat. 
paternus (Enn+) ‘paternal’ and ON faðerni ‘fatherhood, paternal kin, OEng. fæðern- 
cynn ‘parents, ancestors. However, a reconstruction *phzter-no (= *-nio-; thus NIL 
556) with *-no- added directly to the strong stem is unparalleled and therefore not 
satisfactory. Moreover, as demonstrated by Wackernagel (1919: 42-46), paternus is 
most likely modelled on mäternus (« *materino-, cf. 1.2), and one may suspect a 
similar scenario for ON faderni in relation to möderni ‘motherhood, maternal kin’ 
(cf. also vi - 2.3 with references and various compounds). 


12 Mother 


As is also the case of ‘father’, there exists a number of nursery words in the mean- 
ing ‘mother where the possibility of spontaneous internal creations is always at 


37 Cf Olsen (2010b), elaborating on Martinet (1955). 
38 Cf. also 1.6 on similar derivatives from the word for ‘brother’. 
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hand.?? Here again, a more formal term is entirely missing in Anatolian. A basic 
stem *an- is continued in Hitt. anna-, Pal. anna-, Luw. anna/i-, Lyc. éne/i-, Lyd. 
ēna- ‘mother’ (111 - 2.2) as well as Oir. Ana ‘mother of the gods’ and Lat. anus ‘old 
woman, while a corresponding “reduplicated” *nan- is, e.g., found in Ved. naná-, 
Alb. nëne ‘mother; Gk. vavvn ‘cousin, aunt’ etc. 

With a competing stem *am- we find Toch.B amma-kki, Lat. amma, Alb. émé, 
OHG amma ‘mother, also including a reduplicated version *mam- in Gk. uauun, 
Alb. mémé, W mam, Lith. mama, Russ. mama ‘mother’ etc. Finally, a protoform 
*akka- may be assumed for Skt. akka- ‘mother, Gk. Axxo, the nurse of Demeter, 
and the name of the Roman goddess Acca.*! As is natural for nursery words, the 
semantics of these words are not always restricted to ‘mother’; e.g., OHG amma 
‘mother’ corresponds to ON amma ‘grandmother; and Alb. néne ‘mother’ to Gk. 
vavve ‘cousin, aunt. 

The more formal term, *mähzter- (or *mähzter- or *mater-),*? is continued in 
nine out ofthe ten branches of the Indo-European family: Tocharian (TochA macar, 
B macer);* Indo-Iranian (Ved. matár-, acc. mátáram, gen. matuh); Av. mätar- (acc. 
mataram);** Greek (Myc. ma-te, Att. urtnp, acc. unt&pa, gen. untpög; Dor. uärnp);* 
Armenian (mayr, gen. mawr);*° Albanian (motër ‘sister’; cf. vil- 1.2 on the semantic 
development); Italic (Lat. mater, gen. matris, Osc. gen.sg. maatreis);*” Celtic (Gaul. 
matir, acc. materem; Oir. máthair, gen. mathar);*® Germanic (ON móper, OHG mu- 
oter etc.);* and Balto-Slavic (Lith. móté ‘wife; mother’ (dial.), OLith. gen. möteres, 


39 Buck (1988 [1949]: 103f. ), IEW (700f.), Szemerényi (1977: 7-10), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 667), Mallory & Adams (1997: 385f. and 2006: 213). 

40 Cf VII: 1.2 on the multitude of Albanian nursery words in this meaning. 

41 Cf. also, as noted by Janus Bahs Jacquet, Proto-Finnic *akka ‘(old) woman. 

42 IEW (700f.), Szemerényi (1977: 7-10), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 667), Mallory & 
Adams (1997: 385f. and 2006: 213), NIL (457-61). 

43 The -ä- instead of expected -o- in the root syllable is analogically transferred from the 
‘father’ word, cf. Adams (2013, 2: 480). 

44 EWAia (II 345£), IV - 1.2, on the Iranian evidence. 

45 GEW (II 232), Beekes (2010a: 948). 

46 Martirosyan (2008: 448f.). 

47 Ernout & Meillet (380f.), WH (II 49-52), de Vaan (2008: 367). 

48 LEIA (M-25), Matasovié (2009: 260). Cf. also McCone (1994: 282f.) on the ablaut of the 
Celtic forms. 

49 Kroonen (2013: 371). See VI - 1.2 also on the Gothic word for ‘mother’ aipei, and the 
Germanic nursery term *ammon-. 
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Latv. mate, OPr. mothe;>° OCS mati, gen. matere),"! with semantic change to ‘sister’ 
in Albanian and extension to ‘wife’ in Lithuanian. 

Most likely, the root accent displayed by Greek and Germanic is old, while the 
suffix accent of Vedic was influenced by the word for ‘father’ which is probably 
also responsible for the discordant e-grade of the suffix. If, as seems reasonable, 
the original word for ‘mother’ was merely a 'Lallwort; probably a reduplicated 
*máma or the like, there is no reason to start out from an otherwise unknown 
root *mahz- with a root-final laryngeal, and here an agent noun (mothering, 
motherer'?) does not make much sense. 

Obviously ‘father’ and ‘mother’ formed a natural couple, so the formation 
of a stem corresponding to the formal *phzter-, probably including the root fi- 
nal laryngeal and the suffix *-ter- already in Core Indo-European, would not be 
particularly surprising. One would then tend to assume an analogical creation 
*máma > *máhster- as a hybrid formation. Due to the close connection between 
‘father’ and ‘mother, the shape of the suffix, *-ter- (not "-h;-ter- > *-thzer- with 
laryngeal metathesis) would remain intact.’? 

Presumably the Latin derivative maternus (Enn+) ‘maternal is an old formation 
going back to a syncopated *mäterino- rather than the morphologically peculiar 
*materno- (thus NIL 458). Wackernagel (1919: 468ff.) brilliantly demonstrated the 
original distinction between patrius and maternus: since patrius refers to everything 
associated with and inherited from the ancestors, the gens, a parallel *matrius is out 
of the question; cf. CIL 10, 4915: Iustus ego non patrio sed materno nomine dictus “I 


am called Iustus not by my paternal, but by my maternal name”. The oldest attesta- 
tions indicate a material or at least concrete connection: materno sanguine (Enn), 
materno pectore, animus maternus (Ter; cf. the opposite patrio animo, also Ter), and it 
is suggested that we are dealing with the same suffix *-ino- as that used for adjectives 
of material. In any case, a hypostasis from a locative in *-i with regular full grade of 
the “suffix” *-ter- would make good sense. In conclusion, patrius and mäternus are 
old derivatives while paternus is a later parallel formation. 

External evidence is not mentioned by Wackernagel, but it seems reasonable 
to assume that ON mööerni (n) ‘motherhood, maternal kin’ ultimately has the 
same background and should consequently be reconstructed *mäterinio- rather 


50 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 465£), Derksen (2015: 323f.), ALEW (I 668-70). 

51 Derksen (2008: 303). 

52 Ihe generally accepted reconstruction *mahgter- rather than *mäter- is based on the 
acute accent in Balto-Slavic. In Pinaults interpretation (2017a: 89), *mahz-ter- de- 
rives from an abstract/collective *máh; ‘motherhood; itself based on the nursery term 
*ma/*mama. 
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than *mäternio-.°° Syncope of short, unaccented vowels in internal syllables is 
quite normal in Old Norse, particularly early after long root syllables as in this 
example (cf. Noreen 1903: ı11ff.), and as in the case of Latin, the corresponding 
derivative of ‘father’ may have been modelled on that of ‘mother’s Finally, OCS 
materond ‘of the mother’ supports the idea of an inherited adjective *mäterino- 
‘in/by the mother‘ 


1.3 Parents 


As a common designation for ‘parents;>> some languages may use the so-called 
elliptic dual or, if the dual is lost as a morphological category, an elliptic plural 
of the word for either ‘mother’ or ‘father. However, while the Vedic use of both 
mätärau and pitárau in this meaning is consistent with the syntactic usage of 
the Language, ze Arm. hark* ‘fathers, which in the sense ‘parents’ is only found in 
the Bible translation, is suspected to be a calque from Syriac (cf. Künzle 1985). A 
background as an elliptic (dual >) plural, starting from the feminine, must be as- 
sumed for Goth. bérusjos (f-pl.), a relic active perfect participle ‘she who has born 
and her companion; and the Latin participle parentes (vb. pario ‘give birth’).5” 
Otherwise, the essential role of the father as head of the family and repre- 
sentative of the paternal lineage is unambiguously expressed in the Gothic neut. 
pl. fadreina ‘parents; grandparents, ancestors’ (yoveic; ztpóyovor) with the corre- 
sponding singular fadrein 'descendence, originally a substantivized adjective (cf. 
Casaretto 2004: 327f.). The Germanic form has a close parallel in Arm. hayreni 
‘paternal, of the fathers, e.g., Numb.36.8: hayreni Zarangut‘iwn ‘the inheritance of 
(his) fathers’ and the compound hayrenatur ‘given by the fathers, ancestral’ (Ols- 
en 1999: 415f.; cf. also vi- 1 on fadrein). It would seem that fadrein- immediately 


53 Cf. also VI * 2.3 with references. 

54 A similar scenario would account for OEng. fæðern-cynn ‘parents, ancestors, cf. Sievers 
& Brunner (1951: 139): “Von zwei Mittelvokalen ... wird ohne Rücksicht auf die Quan- 
titát der Wurzelsilbe der zweite synkopiert, falls er kurz ist und nicht durch Position ... 
geschützt ist”. 

55 Buck (1988 [1949]: 103f.). 

56 Cf Mitrá ‘Mitra and Varuna, dhani ‘day and night’ (Delbrück 1888: 98). The Pahlavi pl. 
pidaran is also used in the meaning ‘parents’ (IV + 1.1). 

57 As observed by Benedicte Nielsen Whitehead (p.c.), the plural in the meaning ‘parents’ 
is frequent in the comedies by Plautus, while the singular parens in Ovidius is mostly 
used about the mother. 
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goes back to *phztri-h3n(hz)o-, while hayreni is a secondary derivative of the same 
stem "pli;tri-han(hz)io- with an approximate meaning ‘belonging to the collec- 
tive of fathers/ancestors (cf. EXCURSUS II). When Casaretto (].c.) compares with 
OEng. federen ‘paternal, whence OEng. federn-cynn ‘paternal kin, i.e. ‘parents, 
ancestors, the correspondence only works on the semantic level, not the morpho- 
logical. A comparable formation is ON fed-gin (n) < *fedr-gin ‘father’ or ‘mother, 
pl. ‘parents. Similarly, Lith. tévai ‘fathers’ is used in the meaning ‘parents. 

Occasionally the agent noun *génh,tor- ‘engenderer’ is used in the (dual >) 
plural in the meaning ‘parents, thus Arm. cnawik“,?® Lat. genitöres,°? but the only 
dual of janitár- attested in the Rigveda (6.69.2) refers to another pair, the male 
gods Indra and Visnu. 

On the other hand, the fem.du. jánitri is used in the meaning ‘parents, though 
only in the context of Heaven and Earth; e.g., RV 10.110.9: 


yá imé dyavaprthivi jánitri 
He who (adorned) Heaven and Earth, these two begetters ... 


The semantic extension seen in Armenian and Latin is either secondary or the 
result of an elliptic (dual >) plural, the engenderer and his companion: For the 
Vedic fem.du. the latter option is clearly preferable. 


1.4 Son 


It may seem strange that in a society where the paternal lineage was as important 
as seems to be the case of the Indo-Europeans, there is no single common word 
for ‘son. A few stems are sufficiently widely attested to be attributed to at least 
Core Indo-European, but there is nothing as widespread as the almost ubiquitous 
words for ‘father, ‘mother’ or ‘daughter’. 


58  "-te/or- > *-tlV-, cf. Olsen (2010a: 12-14). Also used in the participial sense ‘begetting, 
having begotten, thus 1. John 5.1: Ew amenayn or siré z-cnawl, siré ew z-cnealn i nmane 
“and every one that loveth him that begat [Gk. tov yevvyoavta] loveth him also that is 


begotten [Gk. tov yeyevvnuevov] of him" 
59 Cat. 63.39: patrid, bonis, amicis, genitöribus aberö? “wont I be absent from (my) country, 
good (people), friends, parents?" 
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Two derivatives of a root *s(e)uH- have the meaning ‘som’: *suH-nú- and 
*suH-iu-,°° the former in Indo-Iranian (Ved. sūnú-, gen. -öh),°! Germanic (Goth. 
sunus, gen -aus; OEng., OHG sunu; ON sunr)® and Balto-Slavic (Lith. sinus, 
gen. -aíis;$? OCS synv);** the latter in Greek vivc®> and Tocharian (Toch.A se, gen. 
seyo; B soy, gen. seyi).55 In Armenian a similar formation may be hidden in ustr 
‘son which is probably the result of a contamination between *suHnu-/*suHiu- 
and dustr ‘daughter’®” The Core Indo-European meaning of the root *seuH- is 
probably ‘bear’ as in the Vedic verb süte ‘bears, Av. hunämi ‘I bear’ (LIV? 538). 
If Hitt. sunna- ‘fill also belongs here, as suggested by Oettinger (1979: 159),°8 it 
would exclude a root-final *-h2- (cf. Melchert 1987: 23-25, Kloekhorst 2008: 285f.). 

Another stem is the thematic *putló-,5? which is at the very least attested in In- 
do-Iranian and Italic: Ved. putrá-, Av. pu9ro,7? Osc. acc.sg. puklum, Pael. dat.pl. 
puclois, and South Picene dat.sg. (?) pugloh 'son:^! According to Nymann (1977), 
the Sabellic evidence has an exact match in Lat. pullus ‘nestling, chick; young 
animal. As for the divergent development of *-tl- > -Il- in this word as opposed 
to -c(u)l- in e.g. poculum ‘cup’ < *pö-tlom, Nymann suggests that the decisive 
factor is the morpheme boundary, whereas Nielsen (1998: 67f.) advocates a com- 
bination of morpheme boundary and the length of the preceding vowel (*-tl- > 
-II- after short vowel). Finally Olsen (20162) assumes that vowel length is the only 


60 Buck (1988 [1949]: 105f.), IEW (913f.), Szemerényi (1977: 10-19), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 667f.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 533 and 2006: 211), NIL (686-90). 

61 EWAia (II 741). Av. hunu- has the derogatory meaning ‘offspring of daevic beings: 

62 Kroonen (2013: 492f.) and VI - 3.1. Probably with regular vowel shortening according to 
Dybos Law. 

63 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 941£), Derksen (2015: 435), ALEW (II 991f.) 

64 Derksen (2008: 483). 

65 GEW (II 959-61), Beekes (2010: 1528). Also o-stem víóc, Myc. u-jo. 

66 Adams (2013: 769f.). According to Adams (1988: 126), dissimilated *suyus > *soyus. 

67 Martirosyan (2010: 643f.). The usual word for ‘sor’ is ordi, while ustr (gen. uster, like 
dustr ‘daughter’, gen. dster) is almost always used in explicit opposition to dustr; e.g., 
Gen.46.15-16: amenayn ogik° usterk* ew dsterk* eresun ew erek“. Ew ordik Gaday ... “All 
the souls of his sons and his daughters were thirty and three. And the sons of Gad ...” 
(Olsen 1999: 149). 

68 Oettinger assumes a semantic development ‘be full’ > ‘be pregnant’ (cf. Ved. sütu- ‘preg- 
nancy’) ^ ‘give birth’ with a semantic parallel in French étre pleine. 

69 IEW (842£), Mallory & Adams (1997: 533). Cf. also the discussion in Pinault (20172: 
gif.). 

70 See EWAia (II 142f.) and IV - 1.4.1, on the Iranian evidence. 

7 Ernout & Meillet (544-9), WH (II 385£), de Vaan (2008: 5o2£), Untermann (2000: 
599f.). 
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conditioning factor, arguing that a case like Lat. culleus ‘leather sack’ with short 
root vowel is most naturally derived from a basic stem *Kkü-tlo/à- with the same 
instrument-noun suffix as Lith. kiáuklas (m < n) ‘shell’, Mir. codal (f) ‘hide, skin 
where the morpheme boundary is the same as for poculum with a long root vowel. 

From Armenian we may adduce the o-stem ul ‘kid, traditionally derived from 
*polo- = Gk. m@Aog 'foal.7? An argument in favour of an alternative derivation 
from "putló- is the potential identity between amul (o-st.) 'barren? and Skt. apu- 
tra-, Av. apudra- ‘without sons’ (Olsen 1999: 34, 20062: 443). 

A final cognate, pushing the derivative back to Proto-Indo-European prop- 
er, is probably Hitt. pulla-, where *pull[a(-)..], according to Hoffmann (1992), 
may be interpreted as ‘children’s house, supported by the parallel "DUMU™®*-an 
(111 - 3.2.1). Melchert (1994: 160), followed by Serangeli (l.c.), rejects a direct equa- 
tion on phonetic grounds basing himself on examples such as akutalla- 'name ofa 
container for water’ where -talla- undoubtedly goes back to the instrument-noun 
suffix *-tlo-. Consequently he suggests an alternative, but otherwise uncorrobo- 
rated reconstruction *putslo-. However, as was the case of Latin, there may bea 
subtle complementary distribution which allows for a conditioned development 
to *-Il-, whether after the first vowel of the word or in pretonic position (cf. Olsen 
2010a: 80). 

The further analysis of the word is more uncertain, and we do not know for 
sure if the segmentation is *pu-tló- or *put-ló-. If the basic stem is *putr as contin- 
ued in Hitt. “puttar ‘hairy part of an animals body,”4 a thematic derivative *put- 
ló- may be interpreted as ‘provided with a tuft of hair, downy’ (Olsen 2016a), as a 
description of downy chicks (Lat. pullus), babies or other young creatures (Arm. 
ul). Possibly the word had a similar double meaning and the same hypochoristic 
connotations as Eng. Kid. 

Several languages have substituted the old terms for ‘son, child’ by other for- 
mations. Thus "putlo- with the meaning 'son' in the other Italic languages is lexi- 
calized as ‘chicker’ in Latin where what is probably a derivative of *d'eh,i- ‘suck, 
*d'eh,lio- > filius," lit. ‘suckling, takes over the meaning of ‘son. This is matched 
by the corresponding feminine filia as a substitution for the inherited word for 
‘daughter’, preserved in Osc. futir.”° From the same root, we also have Latv. déls 


72 Martirosyan (2010: 631f.) with references. 

73 Primarily used about women, e.g., Gen.11.30: Ew ër Sara amul ew o&° cnaner ‘And Sara 
was barren and did not give birth. 

74 Thus Olsen (l.c.), also on the r/l-alternation. 

75 Perhaps with regular *-éli- > -ili-, cf. Weiss (2009: 114, 43). 

76 For the alternative comparison between filius/filia and Mess. biles ‘son, bilia ‘daughter, 
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‘son < *d'eh,(i)lo-, the OCS plural děti ‘children, and Lyc. tideime/i- ‘son, a lexi- 
calized participle ‘a suckling one’ (cf. n - 1.2). 

Two etymologically distinct words are found in Armenian and Celtic: as orig- 
inally suggested by Meillet (1920: 46), Arm. ordi ‘son’ probably goes back to *por- 
tio-, an extension of *porti- > Gk. zópric ‘calf, heifer; young girl’ 

The usual Celtic word for ‘sor’ is reflected in Oir. macc (gen. maicc), Ogam 
gen. MAQQI, MACCI, MAQUI, MAGI with hypocoristic geminate as opposed to OW 
map, W mab, Bret. mab. The starting point may have been a u-stem *magu- ‘boy 
> Oir. mug ‘male slave, servant’ (cf. also Gaul. PN Magurix), and the Goidelic 
forms are possibly the result of a development *-g"u-0- ^ *-k™ko- (cf. de Ber- 
nardo Stempel 1999: 514) where only the voiceless mode of articulation is com- 
patible with a geminate."* A Germanic cognate of at least Oir. mug is Goth. magus 
"boy; ON moer ‘son, servant, young man, OEng. magu ‘child, young man, son, OS 
magu ‘son’ (Casaretto 2004: 198).7° If the root *mag"- ‘be able’ (Goth. magan, OCS 
mogo) is the basis of all these derivatives, it implies the very common semantic 
development ‘(able) servant’ > ‘boy’ > ‘sor. 

It must be concluded that in one of the two common Indo-European designa- 
tions for ‘son, *suH-nu-/-iu- the semantic focus is on the mother as the one giving 
birth, while the other, *putló-, rather has the appearance of a term of endearment. 
For the purpose of specifically denoting the legitimate male offspring, the carrier 
of the family line, the Indo-Europeans would probably rather have used a deriva- 
tive of the root *genh,- ‘engender, cf EXCURSUS I. 


Alb. bir ‘son, bijë ‘daughter’ cf. V - 4.2 and VII - 1.6-7. 

77 Presumably originally *porHtio- with loss of the root-final laryngeal after o-grade in the 
root in accordance with the “Saussure effect”, cf. Olsen 1999: 441f. The laryngeal is pre- 
served in the tu-derivative *prHtu- > *prthu- > Ved. prthuká- ‘boy, young of an animal, 
Arm. ort* (u-st.) ‘calf’ where the aspirating effect of the preceding laryngeal would ex- 
clude an *h;. Consequently, I assume, contrary to LIV? (474f.), that *perhy,,- ‘give birth, 
as in Lat. parið, ptc. parentes (cf. also Lith. perii ‘breed’, IEW 818), is etymologically 
distinct from *perhs- ‘provide, Gk. aor. &rtopov etc., and that the conflation seen in Lat. 
par- must be secondary. 

78 For a more sceptical attitude to the connection between Oir. macc and mug, cf. LÉIA 
M 1-3. 

79 Cf. also Kroonen (2013: 347). 
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15 Daughter 


The inherited word for ‘daughter, *d"ughzter-,8° is continued in all branches of the 
Indo-European family except Albanian (cf. vii - 1.7): Tocharian (Toch.A ckacar; 
B tkäcer, gen. tkatre < *d'ughstrós, ‘daughter, eil var Indo-Iranian (Ved. duhitar-, 
acc. duhitaram, dat. duhitré GAv. dugadar-);? Greek (Yvyarnp, acc. Iupatépa, 
gen. 9uvyatpdc, Myc. tu-ka-te-re);°> Armenian (dustr, gen. dster);°* Italic (Osc. fu- 
tir, dat. futrei);®° Celtic (Gaul. duytir, Gaul. duytir, Celtib. gen.sg. tuateros, nom. 
pl. tuateres);#° Germanic (Goth. dauhtar, OEng. dohtor, OHG tohter),?? and Bal- 
to-Slavic (Lith. dukte, gen. dukters; OLith. dukterés; OPr. duckti;#® OCS dosti, gen. 
dostere).9? 

Like the word for ‘father’, daughter suggests an original hysterokinetic para- 
dem, *d'ughstér, acc. *d^ughstérim, gen. *d^ughstrós. A particular bone of conten- 
tion in connection with this paradigm is the preservation or loss of the internal 
laryngeal. It has been suggested that preservation was regular in closed (pretonic) 
syllables while the laryngeal would be lost in open syllables already by the time 
of the proto-language, though an explanation of this kind implies an excessive 
amount of analogy (cf. Olsen 2018 with references). Rather, the original realiza- 
tion of "-gli;t- was *-ghza2t- with a consonantal laryngeal followed by the corre- 
sponding prop vowel, and the further development followed the specific rules 
of the individual languages. Thus Ved. duhitár- preserved *-h2ə2- > *-hi- > *-hi-, 
leading to aspiration of the preceding stop, while the prop vowel was regularly 
lost in an internal syllable in the Avestan form, whence *d"ughitar- > *d"ug"tar- > 
*dugd"ar- > dugadar- according to Bartholomae’s Law. 

In Old Irish, the word for ‘daughter’ is ingen < *h,eni-genh,-ah2- ‘someone (f) 
born inside (the family)’ (also Ogam INIGENA) as opposed to inailt < *h,eni-hzal- 
tih;- ‘someone (f) nourished (but not born) inside; i.e., ‘maid’ (de Bernardo Stem- 


80 Buck (1988 [1949]: 105f.), IEW (277), Szemerényi (1977: 32-42), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 668), Mallory (1997: 147f. and 2006: 213), NIL (126-30). 

81 Cf. Adams (2013: I, 330f.) on the paradigm. 

82 See EWAia (I 737f.) and IV 1.4 on the Iranian evidence. 

83 GEW (I 609), Beekes (2010: 561). 

84 Martirosyan (2010: 244). Cf. also Olsen (1999: 148f.) on the paradigm. 

85 Untermann (2000: 306f.). In Latin subsistuted by filia, cf. 1.4 on filius. Cf. also V+ 4.3 on 
Osc. futír. 

86 LEIA (D-s3), Matasović (2009: 109f.), Delamarre (2001: 133f.). 

87 Kroonen (2013: 107), Casaretto (2004: 541); cf. also VI - 4. 

88 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 110), Derksen (2015: 145), ALEW (I 240f.). 

89 Derksen (2008: 129). 
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pel 1999: 84), while in British Celtic we find yet another word, W merch with hy- 
pocoristic gemination, a cognate of Lith. merga ‘maid’ (IEW 739). The inherited 
term, however, survives in the Old Irish PN Dechtir with the diminutive Dechtine 
(de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 127f.) and the allegro forms Ter, Der, Derb, Dar + gen. 
in womens names, cf. Hamp (1975a). 

The existence of derivatives of the ‘daughter’ word in Anatolian proves its origin 
in the proto-language before the first split: Lyc. kbatra- ‘daughter’ < *d"ughztrahz-, 
(Luv. >) Hitt. V" 5duttarriiata/i-, the designation of a female official, and final- 
ly (Luv. >) Hitt. ™du-wa-at-ta-ri-na- (as if *d^ugostr-i-hsn(hz)-ah;-) ‘name of a 
spring and HLuv. ""^duwa/itara/i- ‘daughter.°° 

Apart from its straightforward meaning as ‘daughter’ among humans, the 
word *d"ughzter- is used in mythological contexts. In the Rigveda, duhita divah, 
the daughter of the Sky(god), is a common epithet of Usas, the Dawn, whereas in 
Greek the corresponding phrase, 9vyatyp Aldc is used about various goddesses, 
particularly Aphrodite where the formula ... Aròç Yvyarnp Agpodity is attested 
nine times in the Iliad. Since the origin of the name of Aphrodite, probably 'the 
brightly shining one; is also an epithet of the Dawn, the phrase may well belong 
to at least the common poetic language of Indo-Iranian and Greek.?! From Lith- 
uanian the comparable phrase is Saulyté, diévo dukté, ‘Little sun, daughter of the 
Sky’. 

The etymological background of ‘daughter’ has been subject to intensive spec- 
ulation. Most often the underlying root is assumed to be *d'eug^- whose basic 
meaning according to LIV? (148) is ‘treffen. A "stative" present is continued in 
Ved. duhé, duhré ‘give milk with the active backformation dógdhi ‘milks, and pos- 
sible cognates are found in the Gothic preterito-present daug ‘is useful and Gk. 
Tevyw produce, prepare. 

If *-ter- is in fact the agent-noun suffix, this would characterize the daughter 
as a ‘producer’ or (domestic) worker, the typical role of women in pastoral so- 
cieties, if not actually a ‘milkmaid. This sort of etymologizing is sometimes rid- 
iculed, e.g., by Mallory & Adams (1997: 148): “Persistent efforts to create just-so 
stories about Indo-European home-life by etymologizing ‘daughter’ as ‘milker’ (< 
*d'eug^-, though the meaning ‘milk for this verb is restricted to Indo-Iranian) ... 
provide no insight into the actual state of affairs”.°? 


90 The Anatolian evidence including phonological details is treated by Starke 1987 and 
II: 3.2. 

91 Cf. Schmitt (1967: 169-73), Dunkel (1988-90), and Janda (2000: 154f.) with references. 

92 Apart from the doubtful semantics, Szemerényi's alternative derivation (1977: 19ff.) from 
a root *d'eug- as continued in Goth. gadauka- ‘housemate, dauhts ‘banquet’ implies an 
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Nevertheless, as ‘daughter’ is the only kinship term safely attributed to the 
proto-language before the first split of Anatolian and at the same time has a stem 
that is compatible with a regularly inflected agent noun, one might expect that it 
would be possible to identify the underlying verbal root. Even though the very 
specific meaning of ‘milking’ is indeed restricted to Indo-Iranian, it may still not 
be too far-fetched to consider a semantic development ‘give milk’ ^ ‘be useful’ 
(transitive ‘milk ^ ‘make use of”) rather than the other way round.?? It may not 
be quite irrelevant that among pastoralists such as the Maasai, milking is essential 
for the maintenance of the family and at the same time an important part of a 
womans obligations. 

However, the reconstruction of the root-final consonant still needs to be clar- 
ified. If we insist on an anit root *d'eug^-, the *-h,- must somehow have been 
secondarily introduced. A transfer from the root of ‘father’ seems hard to justify, 
especially since the ‘father’ word is not attested in Anatolian while the ‘daughter’ 
word is. On the other hand, it is conceivable that *-g"- is due to aspiration of an 
original media *-g- by a following *-h;-, i.e., that the basic root would have been 
*d'eugh;- rather than *d'eug^-. Thus the hysterokinetic paradigm *d"ughza2-tér, 
*d'ughza2-tér-m, *d'ughzo;-tr-ós ‘daughter’ may after all be a regular agent noun 
‘someone being of use’ or even the stigmatized ‘milker, milkmaid. 

Cf. also 2.4 on derivatives with the meaning of ‘daughter’s son. 


16 Brother 


The inherited word for "brother, IE *b^ráhster- (or *b'ráh;-ter- or *b'ra-ter-),°4 


survives in all Indo-European branches except Anatolian and Albanian: Tocharian 


unmotivated metathesis *d^ug- > *dug^- in Indo-Iranian. Pârvulescu (1993), accepting 
the derivation from *d'eyg'-, assumes a semantic development ‘worker’ > ‘girl’ > daugh- 
ter. With no less than five distinct morphemes, Pinault’s derivation (2017a: 89f.) from 
*d'h,-u-g-h;-tér- ‘belonging by contrast to the group of female children’ (root *d'eh,- 
‘suckle’) is unduly speculative. 

93 Cf. the figurative use of Eng. ‘milk as ‘taking advantage of, e.g., milking a company, and 
even internally in Vedic in examples like kama-dugha- ‘milking desires (i.e., ‘yielding 
what one wishes’), bhdga-dughd- (m) ‘one who deals out portions, distributer, or an 
example like RV 7.4.7 where Agni is adressed in a wish for offspring: nd seso agne anyá- 
jatam asty dcetänasya má patho ví duksah “what is born of another is no posterity (for 
us), Agni. Do not milk dry the paths (even) of an inconspicuous man”. 

94 Buck (1988 [1949]: 107f.), IEW (163f.), Szemerényi (1977: 22-32), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 666), Mallory & Adams (1997: 84 and 2006: 214), NIL (38-41). 
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(Toch.A pracar, gen. pracri; B procer, gen. protri),°> Indo-Iranian (Ved. bhratar-, 
acc. bhrataram, dat. bhrátre; Av. brätar-, YAv. acc. brataram, gen. bra$ro),?5 Greek 
(Att. ppatnp, gen. -epoc; Dor. ppatýp; Ion. (Hes) gpritp' &óeAq óc)?" Armenian 
(elbayr, gen. elbawr),?* Italic (Lat. frater; Osc. gen.pl. fratrüm; Umbr. frater),?? 
Celtic (Oir. bráthair, gen. bráthar; MW brawt),'°° Germanic (Goth. bropar, gen. 
broprs; ON bróðir, gen. bróður; OEng. brodor; OHG bruoder),'?! and Balto-Slavic 
(OPr. brati; Lith. broterélis ‘little brother';?? OCS brat(r)2, gen. brat(r)a).!9* As is 
also the case with the word for ‘mother’ the irregular combination of root accent 
and suffixal *-e- is probably due to influence from *phzter- ‘father. Lacking a clear 
etymology, we do not know for certain if the root vowel was short or long, or 
even if the pre-coloration quality was *-e- or *-a-. For now, I will use the tentative 
post-coloration reconstruction *brrahster-. 

In two branches this widespread stem is not attested: in Albanian, where we 
have vëlla in the meaning ‘brother’ (vit - 1.4); and in Anatolian (111 - 2.3), where 
Hitt. nekna- ‘brother, CLuw. adj. nani(ia)- ‘of a brother, and Lyc. néne/i- *broth- 
er point to a Proto-Anatolian *negno- (Kloekhorst 2008: 601; cf. also Tischler 
1991: 297-302), which must somehow be connected with the word for ‘sister’ Hitt. 
neka-. The idea that ‘brother’ would be derived from ‘sister’ in Hittite, as sur- 
mised by Kloekhorst (l.c.), appears counter-intuitive, especially in consideration 
of CLuw. adj. nanasriia- ‘of a sister, HLuw. nänasri- ‘sister’ where ‘brother’ is the 
base word, so possibly neka- is a hypocoristic abbreviation serving as the fem- 


95 Cf Adams (2013, I: 454f.) on the paradigm. 

96 See EWAia (II 737) and IV - 1.4, on the Iranian evidence. 

97 GEW (II 1039f.), Beekes (2010: 1589f.). 

98 Martirosyan (2010: 252). Inflected like hayr ‘father’ and mayr ‘mother, cf. Olsen (1999: 
152f.). 

99 Ernout & Meillet (252), WH (I 541£), de Vaan (2008: 239f.), V 5.1. 

100 LEIA (N-8of.), Matasović (2009: 74). In Irish later substituted by dearbhráthair (Mod.ir. 
dearthdir), lit. real brother, to be distinguished from brathair ‘friar’ or ‘relative, kins- 
man); similary siúr ‘sister (nun)’ vs. deirbhshitir (Mod. ir deirfiúr) ‘real sister’ (Buck 1988 
[1949]: 107). 

101 Kroonen (2013: 79). Cf. also VI + 5 on Old Germanic compounds with ‘brother’. 

102 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 59f.), Derksen (2015: 101f.), ALEW (I 137f.). 

103 Derksen (2008: 60). Cf. also Phryg. (acc.pl.?) braterais, dat.sg. Bpatepe and Ven. dat.sg. 
vhraterei. 

104 Cf. also Tischler (l.c.): “Allerdings leidet sie [the hypothesis] unter der typologischen 
Singularität (weibliche Verwandtschaftsbezeichnungen werden ansonsten von ihren 
männlichen Pendants abgeleitet)”. 
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inine counterpart of nekna-.!?^ At any rate, the etymology is unclear, as stated by 
Kloekhorst: “No outer-Anatolian cognates are known". 

However, Neumann's hypothesis (1991) of an old compound including the root 
*genh;- ‘engender is still worth considering. Where Neumann, followed by Serangeli 
(111 + 2.3), assumed a somewhat problematic first member *(h,)ni-, originally the 
locative of *h,en ‘in’ as in the Gaulish ethnonym Nitio-broges ‘the indigenous ones’ 
and Goth. nipjis relative ie one might perhaps suggest an alternative protoform 
*me-$nh,-o-. Such a form would imply assimilation *m-n > n-n, loss of the laryn- 
geal by the *veoyvóc" rule and a first member *me- identifiable with that found in 
Gk. uéra/uerá ‘in the midst, with’ and Goth. mip etc. ‘with,!% in *me-d"io- ‘(in the) 
middle > Ved. mddhya- etc., and perhaps also in *me-$"sr-i > Gk. uexpı ‘as far as, 
until, Arm. merj ‘near, by, including the locative of the word for band An extended 
compound *me-gnh;-o- ^ nagna- would thus be someone born ‘with or ‘in the midst 
of’ someone else with a structure like Gk. veoyvóc ‘new-born, Av. äsna- ‘born (in) 
to; natural’ (^ Arm. LW azn people) and a semantic development similar to Gk. 
kaotyvmroc ‘born together (with)' > ‘brother. At any rate, as argued by Serangeli (1.c.), 
we are most likely dealing with an adjectival apposition of a noun meaning ‘brother; 
like Sp. hermano from Lat. (frater) germanus. 

Apart from the Hesychean gloss gpytyp’ &ósAqóc, the Greek cognate of 
bhratar- etc., ppärnp, has the meaning ‘member of a brotherhood or clan 
(pparpia), and similarly, the Homeric privative compound agpytwp in Il. 9.63 
must have a broader meaning than ‘without a consanguineous brother’: 


&gprirop á9éuioroc &véorió EOTIV 

óc 7toÀéuov Eparaı Emiönuiov ókpvóevroc 

A clanless, lawless, hearthless man is he that loveth dread strife among his own 
folk.1°8 


105 Cf. II- 2.3 for further discussion. 

106 Apart from the semantic consideration that a brother is more obviously a *with-born' 
(cf. Gk. kaotyvmroc "brother? than an ‘in-born’ (cf. Oir. inigena daughter‘), the e-vowel 
of nekna- is problematic. The reconstruction with *(h,)ni- presupposes that only the 
compound pappanikna- ‘brother sharing the same father’ preserves the original vocal- 
ism though -e- is more likely to be weakened to -i- in compounds than an unmotivated 
change -i- > -e- in simplicia. 

107 PIE *meti or, more likely, *med"i, the locative of a root noun (cf. Kroonen 2013: 360); 
the latter option seems preferable since it may be the derivational basis of the adjective 
*med"io- ‘(in the) middle. Gk. perá is probably influenced by kar« ‘down, along’ at any 
rate. 

108 Translations of Homer from Perseus Digital Library, http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hop- 
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The translation ‘clanless, or more exactly ‘without a fellow clansman’ is deduced 
from a combination of ppatyp ‘member of a gpatpa’ and gpatpa, Ion. ppytpy, 
also pparpia, ‘tribe, clan. 

Characteristically, the simplex gpytyp is not attested in the Homeric poems. 
Apart from the isolated occurrence of the privative dgpytwp, we only find the 
derivative pprjtpn three times in the Iliad in consecutive verses (Il. 2.362-63):1° 


kpiv' dvdpac Kata glo, xarà ppyTpac, Ayaueuvov, 

ox PENTEN ppirpnow pyn, Kata dl dé PrAOIG 

Separate thy men by tribes, by clans, Agamemnon, that clan may bear aid to clan 
and tribe to tribe. 


What exactly the meaning of gpytpy is in this context is not quite clear, but at 
least it must denote a unit different from and smaller than a göXov, and not nec- 
essarily based on blood relation, though that must have been the case at an ear- 
ly stage, perhaps something resembling the war bands or Männerbünde known 
from several Indo-European traditions. 

The Vedic match of ppytpy is the neuter bhratrd-, translated by Mayrhofer 
(EWAia II 281) as "Brüderschaft, Verwandtschaft der Brüder”. It is, however, ques- 
tionable whether the idea is one of actual kinship rather than a metaphorical use 
of the ‘brother’-word. The word is attested four times in the Rigveda: 


tvám agne pitdram istibhir náras 

tvám bhräträya $ámyà tanürücam (RV 2.1.9) 

To you, Agni, as father, (do) men (approach) with their desires - to you, for 
brotherhood, (do they approach) with their (ritual) labor, you who are bright 
of body. 


Siva nah sakhyá sántu bhratragne devésu yusme 

sá no nabhih sádane sásminn üdhan (RV 4.10.8) 

Let our comradeship be propitious, our brotherhood, o Agni, (with respect) to 
your gods. This navel [= Agni/sacrifice] of ours is in the same seat, at the same 
udder (with you). 


per. 
109 In the Odyssey, where the primary subject matter is not actual warfare, the word is not 
attested. 
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kim ad ámatram sakhyám sákhibhyah 

kadá nú te bhräträm prá bravàma (RV 4.23.6) 

Is his comradeship then a drinking vessel for his comrades? When will we pro- 
claim his brotherhood to you? 


kó nänäma väcasä somyáya 

manayurva bhavati vásta usráh 

ka indrasya yujyam káh sakhitvám kó 

bhräträm vasti kaváye ká titi (RV 4.25.2) 

Who shows reverence in his speech to him deserving of soma, or becomes zeal- 
ous at the breaking of the dawn? Who is eager for the fellowship of Indra, who 
for the comradeship, who for the brotherhood? Who joins together with his 
[Indra] help for the Poet? 


None of these attestations refers to blood relationships. In the first, the congrega- 
tion approaches Agni for brotherhood, clearly in a social sense, with a metaphor- 
ical use of the concept corresponding to the description of Agni as ‘father’ In the 
last three bhrätra- is connected with a derivative of sakhi- ‘companion, and when 
the poet prays to Indra for his companionship and brotherhood, this can only be 
understood in a religious or military sense, or perhaps a combination of both. 

A semantically equivalent derivative is bhratrtva- in a hymn to the Maruts, 
Indras (or Rudra’s) fierce war band, RV 8.20.22: 


mártas cid vo nrtavo rukmavaksasa úpa bhrätrtvam äyati 

ádhi no gata marutah sada hi và äpitvam ásti nídhruvi 

The mortal also will draw near to brotherhood with you, you dancers with bril- 
liants on your breasts. Take note of us, Maruts, for your firmly founded friend- 
ship exists always. 


As argued in Olsen (2003: 314), the suffix -tvá- < *-tuö- < "-tuh;ó- (laryngeal loss 
by the veoyvóc-rule) seems to be a thematicization of *-tuh;-(t)- ‘strength, force; 
also used about ‘strenghts’ of people 119 making it very appropriate in the collec- 


10 Cf also Ved. āpitvá- ‘confederation, friendship’ and sakhitvá- ‘fellowship’ used in the 
same contexts. The basic stem, extended by the usual *-t- added to root nouns, is found 
in the Latin designations for the ‘age sets’ defined by McCone (1987), iuventiis ‘youth, 
virtüs lit. ‘manpower’ (cf. RV 6.32.1: viráya távase ‘for the strong hero’) and senectüs 
‘old people. Ved. bhrätrtva- in a more abstract sense has a parallel svasrtvd- ‘sisterhood’ 
in the dialogue hymn RV 10.108 (spoken by the female dog Sarama in response to the 
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tive sense of a (military) brotherhood. It is even possible that the formation of 
bhratrtva- reaches beyond Indo-Iranian, considering the OCS parallel bratostvo 
‘brotherhood, brotherly love’ (Gk. giAadeA pia), where -tvo matches the Old Indic 
-tvá-.111 

In the meaning ‘full brother’ the Greek epic language uses kaolyvytoc < *kmti- 
&nh,to- ‘born together’ and ddeAgedc!'? < *sm-g"elb'eió- ‘co-uterine. Adel gedc is 
a close match of Ved. sá-garbhya- ‘coming from the same womb’ (cf. Gk. deAguc 
‘womb, Av. garabus ‘young animal’; Ved. gárbha-, Av. garaBa- (m) womb’), and 
the original adjective would point to an elliptic expression for *ppadtyp ddeAgedc 
‘proper brother’ (cf. Beekes 2010: 20). 

According to Benveniste’s interpretation (1969: 213-15), *brrähzter- has a simi- 
lar semantic background as *phzter-: the original meaning was not a consanguin- 
eous brother, but rather a member of a brotherhood, as in Greek and as in the 
Roman fratres aruäles and the Umbrian fratres Atiedii. This, it is argued, is also the 
reason why in Latin a consanguineous brother may be called a frater germänus 
or simply germanus (Spanish hermano). Surely, a conclusion of this kind is not 
a logical necessity. From a basic narrower meaning ‘full brother the term may 
easily have been extended to males of ones own generation with whom one is on 
brotherly terms, be it cousins or members of fraternities of a religious, military or 
political character, like the later use of ‘brother’ of close friends or associates, e.g. 
monks or blood brothers. 

Presumably, a combination of the narrower and the wider meaning should 
be attributed to the proto-language, or at least Core Indo-European, reflecting 
characteristic features of Indo-European society such as the close association be- 
tween paternal cousins in patrilineal and patrilocal societies,!!? the common oc- 
currence of foster-brotherhood, and the institutionalization of Jugendbünde and 
Männerbünde. In several Indo-European traditions such an extended use is com- 
mon, e.g. Old Irish where bráthair denotes all male relatives in the larger family, 
in Sanskrit where bhratar- is also used about near relatives and intimate friends, 
and in the Slavonic languages where ‘brother’ is the usual term for ‘male cousin. 
Also in Latin, frater (patruelis) denotes patrilineal cousins (v - 6). Similarly, the 


Panis’ request to make her their sister): náhám veda bhrätrtvam nó svasrtvám “I know 
no brotherhood and no sisterhood”. 

u1 Cf. also Vaillant (1974: IV, 410f.) on the origin of the Slavic suffix. 

12 The Attic form &óeAqóc is due to reinterpretation of contracted forms like gen. ddeAgod. 

13 Hansen (VI - 5.1), points to the fact that in Old Germanic society there is a special 
term for ‘compensation for the killing of a first (paternal) cousin’: ON broedr-ungs-baugr, 
breedr-unga-baugr. 


68 Birgit Anette Olsen 11+ 1.6 


joint evidence of Gk. ppytpy and Ved. bhratra-''4 would point to an extended use 
of the 'brother'-concept at an early stage, though ‘consanguineous brother’ must 
be taken as the primary meaning. 

An originally adjectival derivative *b"rahztrio/ahz- seems to be continued in 
Skt. (ep.) bhratrya- ‘brotherhood, Att. ppárpioc, Ion. ppńtpioç "belonging to a 
brotherhood; also epithets of Zeus and Athena, gpatpia brotherhood; Lat. fratria 
"brothers wife’ (Paul. Fest.) and OCS brat(r)vja ‘brothers, brotherhood, but due 
to the extreme productivity of the suffix we may be dealing with independent 
parallel formations. 

Various derivatives including a suffix *-ko- are less homogenous. Of these the 
Umbrian adjective fratreks ‘belonging to the brotherhood; also substantivized in 
the meaning of an official of the brotherhood, points to *-iko-, interpreted by Un- 
termann (2000: 295) as an internal Umbrian creation following an inherited se- 
mantic pattern, though the process is not really transparent. However, the forma- 
tion makes perfect sense if we start from a “vrkih”-type noun in *-ilis > "-iks!!5 
with the usual singulative function ‘someone connected with the brotherhood, 
which was then extended to a thematic adjective on the basis of the “k-stem” 
emerging in the nominative. A slightly different stem formation is found in Baltic 
where OPr. bratikai ‘brothers’ (Fraenkel 1938: 225) with suffix *-iko- (long -i-) 
may be interpreted as the thematicization of a stem hybrid between *-ik- of the 
nominative and *-i- of the oblique cases. From Lithuanian, Skardžius (1943: 131) 
mentions the interesting example brolykas ‘brother's sor’ (cf. dim. brólis brother’) 
where the underlying collective is even more obvious, a brother’s son being some- 
one belonging to the community of brothers. 

Yet another variant is found in the Gothic hapax broprahans in Marc. 12.20: 
sibun broprahans wesun ‘they were seven brothers,!!° obviously an original for- 
mation since the Greek original simply has &rrà &ógAqoi rjoav.? Rather than 
a collective as described by Casaretto (2004: 571f.), broprahans has the function 
of a singulative denoting seven individuals making up the collective of brothers. 
Casaretto (l.c.) further characterizes this unique stem formation as “Mit Binde- 
vokal and similarly NIL (41): “Im Germ. mit Bindevokal, vor allem für denom- 


114 Cf. also YAv bra9ra- (V.4.40) and the compound pouru-bra9ra- ‘with plentiful brother- 
hood. 

115 “Laryngeal hardening, "has > -ks, according to Martinet (1955), elaborated by Olsen 
(2010b). 

16 Cf. also VI * 5.1. 

n7 Cf. the variant sibun broprjus wesun. 


111.6 Kin, clan and community in Proto-Indo-European society ` 69 


inale Adjektiva gebraucht, daneben auch (selten) für Substantiva, die nach den 
n-Stammen flektieren und kollektivischer Bedeutung sind”. 

The usual function and derivational pattern of the superficially similar de- 
nominal adjectives, however, is quite different.'!!? In a case like Goth. stainahs 
‘stony’ the -a- of the suffix is taken over from the basic (thematic >) a-stem stain, 
but broprahans has no such underlying a-stem. In previous literature, it seems 
to be taken for granted that -aha- comes from *-oko-, but evidently *-ako- is an- 
other theoretical possibility which leads us to the type *senahz-s > *senak-s > Lat. 
senex ‘a specimen of the old, an old personj!!? with thematicization *senak-o- > 
Ved. sanaká- ‘old, earlier’ where *-oko- is impossible because of the absence of 
Brugmann’s Law. On this background, I would suggest a morphological analysis 
of brobrahans as an n-stem derivative of a singulative in *-ah2-s > *-ak-s ‘one of a 
brotherhood’ where the basic collective is directly attested in Gk. ppytpy beside 
the Vedic neuter bhratrd-.'?° 

As for the etymological interpretation of *b*rahzter- opinions differ, and sever- 
al more or less far-fetched explanations have been suggested. Thus, a widespread 
explanation implies an association with the agent noun Ved. bhártar- ‘bearer, pre- 
server, protector, master, husband’ (cf. Szemerényi 1977: 24) though the formal 
details are quite obscure and the semantic justification not much better since we 
would rather think of the ‘supporter’ as either the father or the husband. Sze- 
merenyis own solution is even more fanciful: 


bhratér is not an agent noun or kinship-term formed with the suffix -ter- 
but consists of two segments, *b"r- and *äter-. There can be no doubt that 
*b^r- represents the nil-grade form of *b*er- “carry, take, bring”, but what is 
*ater-? There again the answer seems unequivocal: it can only be the noun 
*áter- De fire]... 


Consequently, the “brother” allegedly denoted “a person who tended the fire, 
looked after it, and no doubt procured the fuel as well’, a function originally dele- 
gated to the young men of the family. Here the problem is not only the extremely 
speculative semantic development, but also the unique compositional type of a 
zero-grade deverbal root noun + direct object.!?! 


18 Meid (1967: 188-93). 

119 Again with “laryngeal hardening’, cf. note 115. 

120 Skt. (class.) bhratrka- ‘brother’ is an independent late formation. 

121 Cf Nielsen Whitehead (2012) on the general problematic status of ‘pick-pocket’ com- 
pounds in the proto-language. 
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According to Pinault’s ingenious analysis (2007: 276f., cf. also Pinault 2017: 
89), the starting point is also the root *břer-, but this time in the meaning ‘bear, 
give birth. Allegedly "b^reh;-tr- is originally an adverb with zero grade of the un- 
accented suffix and the meaning “belonging to the group of (male) children’ where 
*b'reh;- is a collective “referring to the group of males borne by the same mother”. 
This explanation is problematic in several respects: on the semantic level, there is 
no evidence to suggest that "brothers" in the Indo-European sense originally had 
to have the same mother, the male line being of prime importance. Moreover, it 
is formally disturbing that a zero-grade root noun (or thematic stem?) with cor- 
responding collective based on the root *břer- is not otherwise attested except as 
the final member of compounds such as Gk. óígpoc ‘seat, chariot-board’ < *dui- 
b*ro- ‘two-carrier.!?? Besides, the function of the suffix *-tr- is rather vague, and 
in general the explanation implies too many unparalleled steps to be immediately 
convincing. 

Overall, it may be futile to engage in far-fetched etymological speculations 
concerning the basic kinship terms, but if brother’ is an agent noun, it can at least 
only partially be patterned on ‘father’ since the accent type is different. Most like- 
ly we are dealing with an original acrostatic paradigm *b"rahz-tör, *bráh;-tr-s, 
like (*déhs-tor >) *döhs-tör, *dohs-ty-s ‘a (habitual) giver;'?* later remodelled to 
*b^ráh;-ter after *phzter. An agent noun would imply that the derivational basis 
was either a verbal root or a derived verbal stem and, not to forget, the ‘brother’ 
would be characterized as someone actually carrying out an action. 

The next question is what sort of action would be associated with ‘brothers. 
At any rate, *břer- ‘carry’ should probably be excluded, first because the notion 
of ‘bearing’ or ‘carrying’ would seem more natural in connection with sons than 
brothers, and even sons are ‘born, carried’ rather than ‘carriers. Secondly, a de- 
nominative based on an *-ah2-stem in this case would probably have o-grade in 
the root, cf. Gk. popé ‘carrying, burden. 


122 The isolated Germanic evidence for *b^r-o- with unexpected vocalization, e.g., Goth. 
ga-baür ‘collect, OHG gipor ‘offspring; is probably deverbal, cf. Seebold (1970: 105). As 
a simplex, Goth. baür (i-st.) means ‘a born one, ON burr, OEng. byrr ‘son, not ‘brother, 
cf. VI + 3. In consideration of the abnormal structure, one may suspect that *b"ro- repre- 
sents and original "b^r-ro-, a ro-stem with simplification of the geminate where a match- 
ing superlative *b'eristo- may be attested in Gk. p&pıorog (often used in the vocative as 
a respectful address) and Av. voc. bairista ‘helping best’ (?). Cf. also Germ. *-burjon- in 
OHG inpurro ‘Eigeborener. 

123 Cf. Tichy (1992, 1995) on the accent and ablaut of agent nouns in *-ter-/*-tor-. 
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There are, however, two roots registered in the LIV? as ending in *-rH, (1) 
*bherH- (LIV? 80) “mit scharfem Werkzeug bearbeiten 5!?* and the semantically 
unlikely (2) *b^erh;- (LIV? 81) “sich schnell bewegen" The Balto-Slavic forms, OCS 
borjo, brati (se) fight, OLith. barti ‘scolds; Lith. baru, bárti ‘scold’ (< *b*orH-) are 
sometimes suspected to have a separate etymological background from 1, though 
the semantic gap between ‘beat’ and ‘fight’ is merely one of reciprocity, like Dan- 
ish trans. slå ‘beat, strike’ vs. reciprocal slås fight. 

This opens the way for a tentative explanation: if we define the root-final laryn- 
geal of “*b"erH-” as *-h2-, the corresponding hysterokinetic agent noun *b^rh;-tér 
would be a ‘fighter’. Now, as we have seen, it is a characteristic feature of Indo-Eu- 
ropean society that boys and young men are organized in Jugend-/Mannerbiinde 
or brotherhoods, and for this reason it is natural to perceive the concept of ‘'broth- 
er as part of a collective. Consequently, it would have been possible to create a 
collective based on this agent noun which, with the expected contrastive accent, 
would be "b'ráh;-tor ‘collective of fighters’ or "brothers-in-arms.??5 Finally the 
suffix would have been replaced by *-ter- whether under the influence of the hys- 
terokinetic singular or the word for ‘father. Thus: 


*bhérh;- ‘strike, fight 

= *b'rh,-tér- ‘a single (habitual) fighter 

= *bhrahz-tör ‘a group of fighters, brothers-in-arms’ 
= *bhrahz-ter- ‘a member of a brotherhood, a brother’ 


In any case, if the basic idea of the suggested analysis is accepted, we might after 
all be inclined to assume an early semantic development similar to that suggested 
by Benveniste, corroborating the conception of Indo-European “brotherhoods” 
as war bands, Jungend- or Mannerbiinde, where the main virtue of the members 
was military prowess. However, by the time of the proto-language "*b^ráh;ter- un- 
doubtedly had the primary meaning ‘consanguineal brother’. 


124 Cognate verbs include Lat. ferio ‘hit’ and ON berja ‘beat, hit. The suggested primary 
meaning of the root may be found in the Latin denominative foräre ‘pierce’ if this is 
indeed related, and in nominal derivatives like Av. tizi-bdra- ‘with a sharp edge’ which 
must at least belong to the same root as fordre. Cf. also Arm. bir ‘rod, staff, stave < 
*bherH(o)- (Olsen 1999: 62). Possibly "ber H. ‘beat’ and *b*erH- ‘cut, pierce’ (cf. e.g. also 
ON bora ‘perforate, drill’) are two separate roots. 

125 The 'Schwebeablaut' full grade would be due to the not uncommon kind of misinterpre- 
tation of the zero grade, in this case from the hysterokinetic "b^rh;-tér-. 
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Typologically, the tendency to have a common term for ‘brother’ and ‘male 
cousin (on the father’s side)’ would exclude such systems as the Eskimo and Su- 
danese, while it would be more favourable to systems where no distinction is 
made between siblings and parallel cousins, like the Omaha. Nevertheless, other 
characteristic features of the Omaha system, such as the skewing of generations 
(mother’s siblings = maternal cross cousins) is not typical for Indo-European. 


1.7 Sister 


The common Indo-European word for ‘sister’ is an archaic r-stem, *suesör, gen. 
*suesrós'?5 which is continued in Tocharian (TochA sar, B ser),!?” Indo-Iranian 
(Ved. svásar-, nom. svasa, acc. svasäram, dat. svásre; YAv. xvaghar-),?* Armenian 
(koyr, gen. kret < *suesr-, nom.pl. kork < *suesores),'?? Italic (Lat. soror),!?° Celt- 
ic (Oir. siur, W chwaer);?! Germanic (Goth. swistar, ON systir, OEng. sweostor 
and suster, OHG swester, OS swestar and suster, Du. zuster),?? and Balto-Slav- 
ic (Lith. sesuö, gen. sese?s;!?* OCS sestra!??. The apparent Greek cognate known 
from Hes. gop has the broader meaning of ‘female relative; daughter, niecej!?* 
while the common epic Greek word for ‘sister’ is kaoıyvjtn, based on the mascu- 
line kaoiyvntog ‘brother’. 


126 Buck (1988 [1949]: 107f.), IEW (1051), Szemerényi (1977: 32-47), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 666£), Mallory & Adams (1997: 521 and 2006: 214), NIL (680-83). 

127 Adams (2013: IL 724). 

128 See EWAia (II 796) and IV - 1.6 for the Iranian evidence. 

129 Martirosyan (2010: 665f.). C£. also Olsen (1999: 153) on the paradigm. 

130 Ernout & Meillet (637; WH (II 563); de Vaan (2008: 576f.); V * 5.1. 

131 LEIA (S-123); Matasović (2009: 364). 

132 Kroonen (2013: 500) and VI + 6.1. According to Kroonen, the -t- of the Germanic pro- 
toform "swester- may have been taken over from the word for brother, or it may have 
spread from the weak cases where, however, “the original genitive case *sus-r-ös” is 
somewhat doubtful as it is only attested in (West) Germanic. On the other hand, it must 
be admitted that it is difficult to see the motivation for an analogical explanation for the 
zero grade. 

133 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 777f.), Derksen (2015: 395). 

134 Derksen (2008: 445). The word is a secondary a-stem in Slavic, but -str- < *-sr- must 
have been introduced from the weak cases or the r-stem paradigm, cf. NIL (683) with 
references. 

135 Hes. gop’ Yvyarnp, &veyióc (daughter, cousin) and £opec' mpoorjkovrec, avyyeveic 
(kinsmen, relatives’). The form Zon is most likely the vocative (cf. Beekes 2010a: 436). 
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As we have already seen (1.6), Hittite has a peculiar formation neka-, while the 
other Anatolian languages display a secondary derivative of the word for ‘brother’, 
*negna-: CLuw. nänasriya-, HLuw. nanasri-, Lyc.A nere/i- (WM - 2.1), possibly in- 
cluding the same element *-s(V)r- as *suésor. 

Attempts at further etymologization of *suesör have mainly taken two direc- 
tions: either we would be dealing with a compound of the reflexive pronoun *sue- 
+ a noun *-sor- ‘woman, i.e. ‘one’s own woman, a woman of ones own family'!56 
or of an element *su- + *-h,ésor- ‘blood’ (cf. Hitt. eshar, Gk. gap “‘blood’) with an 
assumed meaning “(woman) of ones own bloodline or lineage" (Pisani 1951).197 
Here *su- has been seen as either the same pronoun as "sue- in the zero grade or a 
prefix corresponding to the somewhat unclear Lith. su with 129 

As a variant of the explanation including a word for ‘woman, Szemerényi 
(1977: 37) suggests a compound of *su- + “esör/*osr” ‘woman where -asara- in 
Hitt. ishasara- ‘mistress’ (cf. also hassussara- queen) allegedly represents an as- 
similated *esar- from IE "esor-. An alternative stem "ost is supposed to have a 
continuation in the otherwise etymologically unclear Homeric dap ‘wife. This 
interpretation should probably be rejected (see 5.2). It must be emphasized that 
dap is not a consanguineal member of the family,!'^? and moreover, that the ablaut 
difference remains unexplained. 

For the background of *su-, Szemerényi (1977: 42) also has an alternative solu- 
tion: in his opinion, it is “almost self-evident that *sü- is from the verb sü-, still 
very much alive in Arian, and the basis of *sūnus ‘son’ also”. Here we would have 


ver 


a root noun meaning “all that has been born, the kin, the clan, or simply ‘the 


joint family”, and (*suH-esör >) *suésor would be the ‘woman of the joint family’. 
For several reasons, this is an unlikely hypothesis. As for the first member of the 
alleged compound, a root noun *suH- is otherwise unattested, except perhaps in 
the meaning ‘pig’ which, if interpreted as the breeding animal par excellence, has 
an active meaning as opposed to the passive ‘what has been born: Moreover, old 
determinative compounds whose first member is not in the genitive case are ex- 


tremely rare. The "zero-grade' variant of the reflexive stem suggested by Pisani is 


136 The Balto-Slavic protoform *sesor-/*sesr- supports an analysis including the reflexive 
stem with the variation between *sye- and *se-, cf. NIL (681f.). 

137 Followed by Normier (1980: 55-59). 

138 However, Lith. su probably derives from an older *só and is thus not eligible as part of 
*suesör, cf. Fraenkel (1962-65: II 935f.). 

139 If Ruigh, as recorded by Beekes (2010: 1042), was correct in assuming that the Linear B 
ideogram MULIER developed into the syllabic sign wo, dap would go back to *uoar. 
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equally unlikely, finding no undisputed external support,!*° so the interpretation 
of *-esör < *-h,és6r ‘blood’ should probably be abandoned. 

What remains is then the connection of the pronominal *sué- + -sor- ‘woman’ 
(thus lately Dunkel 2014: 759). The noun in question is assumed to be continued 
in CLuw. *asra/i- woman’ (cf. Melchert 1993a: 37), Av. häirisi- “woman, female, 
certain Anatolian feminine derivatives/compounds (notably Hitt. hassussara- 
‘queen’ vs. hassu- ‘king’), and finally the feminines of the numerals ‘three’ and 
‘four’ in Indo-Iranian and Celtic: Ved. tisráh, catasrah; Av. tisrö, catayro; Oir. te- 
oir, cetheoir. According to Oettinger (1986: 126), the original paradigm was "esor, 
gen. *sr-és, but the assumed initial vowel of the strong stem is too peculiar to be 
convincing. 

Still, the original semantic details are not established, and in principle there 
are two possibilities: a *sué-sor- might be ‘a woman of one’s own family or clan) as 
has often been assumed, or she might be ‘a woman of her own or rather ‘a sepa- 
rate woman,'*! which would be the case when she had left her father’s household 
and moved into that of her husband. In the latter case *sue- would have the same 
meaning as in the terms for in-laws discussed in 4. 

An elegant solution to the enigma of *suesör has been proposed by Janda 
(2000: 159) who considers the nom.sg. an original collective with the assumed 
meaning “Gesamtheit der (jungen) Frauen (im Haushalt einer Grossfamilie)”. 
Such a collective would first of all include the unmarried sisters of a patriarchal 
family. It is of course impossible to be a ‘sister’ or a ‘brother’ on one’s own, and it 
seems a quite neat solution that the Indo-European words for ‘sister’ and ‘brother’ 
(1.6) may both be analysed as original collectives. 

Jandas suggested etymological connection between Zog and the rare and ar- 
chaic óap ‘wife’ (l.c.) is more problematic. Oap is assumed to continue the corre- 
sponding neut.sg. *suósr from a psilotic dialect and built on the same pattern as 
neut. *uódr vs. coll. *uédor *water;!^? but heteroclitics of the type *uódr/*uédor are 
otherwise based on a root, whereas *suesör would still be a compound ending in 
a root noun and thus not morphologically quite comparable. 


140 Dunkel’s reference to OCS somrotv ‘death’ (2014: 753), allegedly < *su-mrti- “der eigene 
Tod = ein natürlicher Tod" is problematic since it differs from OP uvämrsiyus amariyatä 
"er starb als einer, dessen Tod durch sich selbst war”. As such, it is probably still prefera- 
ble to derive the Slavic forms from *h,su-mrti- ‘good death. 

141 Cf. *suetio- > Lith. svécias ‘visitor’, Arm. k*ec* ‘isolated’ (Olsen 1999: 811). 

142 Cf. also Schindler 5s classical treatment (1975) of the ablaut of heteroclitics. 
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Even though Janda’s etymology of dap may thus not be immediately convinc- 
ing,!# his point about an original collective as the basis of *suesör may well be 
correct. In a patriarchal society, groupings of young women would include both 
the sisters and the young married women of the household, all under the author- 
ity of the master (or in practice mistress, i.e., the mother-in-law) of the house. 

Just as the members of an Indo-European ‘brotherhood’ were not necessarily 
related by blood, the same could be the case of ‘sisterhoods’ understood as a so- 
cial rather than consanguine relationship, which would also explain the broader 
meaning of gop. As expressed by Szemerényi (1977: 33), the ‘sisters’ would include 
“the female members of the joint family or the clan” as is still the case of the Os- 
setic cognate, Oss.I. xo, Oss.Di. xweere. Somewhat similarly, the meaning covers 
both ‘sister’ and ‘husband’s sister’ in some modern Indo-Aryan languages, thus 
Waigali (Kafir) sos, Bashkarik (Dardic) ispö (Turner 1962-6: 804). 

An originally adjectival derivative of the word for ‘sister, *suesrio/ahz- ‘sisterly’ 
is continued in various substantivizations in Germanic and Armenian. The Ger- 
manic protoform *swezrja- is lexicalized in words for ‘nephew, ‘cousin (on the 
motherss side)’ or both: OSw. swiri ‘mother’s sister's son, OS swiri (m) ‘nephew, 
cousin, OEng. geswiria 'nephew, cousin' and the originally collective OFris. swire 
(f) ‘cousinship’ (cf. Darms 1978: 444 and vi: 6.1). Obviously, the Old Swedish 
word is archaic in its semantic specialization, but apart from that, it is noticeable 
that there is a common designation for members of two different generations: 
what is a ‘nephew’ for the middle generation is a cousin for the youngest. In any 
case, we are dealing with someone belonging to the ‘sisterhood, the members of 
the mother’s side of the family. 

A particularly interesting derivative is Arm. keri < *suesrio- ‘mother’s brother’ 
which may be grouped with the Indo-Iranian and Germanic evidence under a 
common denominator ‘belonging to the group, collective of sisters/women, or 
more specifically ‘belonging to the collective of women on the mother’s side; i.e., 
belonging to another patriarchal family. This is most easily seen as a corrobora- 
tion of the interpretation of *sue- as ‘by itself, separate’ and "suésor as a ‘separate 
group of women, also fitting the broader meaning of the Greek base word £op 


143 In Jandas interpretation (2000: 159), dap was originally an epithet of Dawn, and Opiwv 
< *Oárion, one of her numerous lovers, an individualizing n-stem based on an *-io-de- 
rivative, “der ganz bestimmte, zur ‘Frau’ gehörige (Mann)”. While not a crucial counter- 
argument against Janda’s idea, it is still worth noting that there are no indications for an 
initial cluster *sy- in the Homeric attestations (Janda 2000: 160). An alternative expla- 
nation goes back to Forssman 1985 who suggests an etymological connection between 
Opiwv and önwpa ‘harvest, as Orion portended the beginning of harvest time. 
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‘female relative; daughter, niece.!** The collective meaning is also reflected in Lat. 
consobrini ‘cousins related through one’s mother; as if *kom-suesri-h3n(hz)-o- *be- 
longing to the collective of co-sisters (cf. EXCURSUS II and the detailed treatment 
on the semantics by Nielsen Whitehead in v - 6). 

The Vedic derivative svasriya- (m) 'sister's som belongs to the same word fam- 
ily as *suesrio-, but here the suffix is -iya-, probably < *-ih2-io- which is used for 
patronymics as well as the formation of originally adjectival derivatives of collec- 
tives in *-ih2-, such as Skt. (n) asviyam ‘flock of horses. Thus, a svasriya- should be 
interpreted as ‘someone (m) belonging to the collective of sisters: 


18 Siblings 


No common word for ‘sibling’ is known from the proto-language, but a few in- 
teresting forms appear in the separate branches. Thus ON (n) systkin, pl. systkini 
< "suest(r)i-kinja- must originally have meant ‘one belonging to the kin of sisters, 
and a similar line of thought is found in MHG geswister, NHG Geschwister (cf. 
Vi: 6.1). We may wonder why the collective is named after the sisters rather than 
the brothers, and, counterintuitive as it may seem, the explanation probably lies 
in the patriarchal character of the society: in unmarked contexts it would be nat- 
ural to talk about one’s brothers alone as a collective, but when it was needed to 
include the sisters as well, this had to be made explicit as ‘sisters and the other 
siblings. 


19 Summary 


The results so far can be summarized as follows: from a typological perspective, 
the most basic kinship terms tend to be characterized by morphological simplic- 
ity, preferably unextended root formations. Nevertheless, four of the six words 
in this category, ‘father, ‘mother, ‘daughter’ and ‘brother’ contain the same end 
segment *-h2ter-, at least in Core Indo-European. The picture, however, is mis- 
leading in so far as both father’ and ‘mother’ may also be expressed by the usual 


144 Thus, there is no reason to follow Beekes (1976b: 52) who, in his criticism of Benveniste, 
comes to the conclusion that “To indicate MoBr [Arm. keri] you expect ‘celui de la 
mère. The explanation can only be that it was originally 'SiSo' but came to be used recip- 
rocally .." 
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type of elementary hypochoristics, and only ‘father’ and ‘daughter’ conform to 
the general accent and ablaut pattern. The following scenario may be envisaged as 
leading to the attested system: 


^ beside the informal word for ‘father’, perhaps "atta as in Hittite attas, a hys- 
terokinetic agent noun "p/i;-tér-, lit. ‘protector’ or ‘herdsman, was used as 
a more formal term, primarily in the social function as head of the family, 
but also in a biological sense; we cannot know for certain whether *ph;-tér- 
belongs to the oldest stage, including Anatolian, and was lost without leav- 
ing a trace in this branch, or arose after Anatolian split off 

^ due to the close connection between ‘father’ and ‘mother; *ph;tér- influ- 
enced the original nursery word for ‘mother, perhaps *máma, leading to 
the hybrid formation *máhster-, preserving the root element and accent of 
the old word, but otherwise adapting to the end segment and inflectional 
type of ‘father’ 

> like ‘father, the word for ‘daughter, *d^ugh;-tér- has the appearance of a 
regular hysterokinetic agent noun, perhaps with an original meaning 
‘someone being of use’ or even ‘milker, milkmaid’; this term is the only 
one secured for Proto-Indo-European proper, including Anatolian 

» the origin of the word for ‘brother’ may be an agent noun based on the 
root *b'erhz- ‘strike, fight, *b^rh;-tér-, which was the foundation for a col- 
lective *b^réh;-tor ‘collective of fighters, brothers-in-arms; reflecting the 
well-documented focus on brotherhoods in Indo-European society. Final- 
ly, the root syllable *b"réh2-, preserving its accent, took over the end seg- 
ment of *pli;-tér-, yielding the end result *b^réh;-ter- > *b^ráh;-ter- in the 
meaning ‘a (single) brother 

» like the word for ‘brother’, the designation for ‘sister, *sué-sor, with a slight 
variant of Janda’s explanation (2000: 159), may be analysed as an original 
collective denoting a group of women, whether ‘one’s own’ (within ones 
own household) or ‘their own, separate’ 

> there was no single Indo-European word for son attested in all subbranch- 
es of Core Indo-European. A derivative of *suH- "bear, *suH-nu- or *suH- 
iu-, was in competition with an apparently hypochoristic *putlö-. In order 
to express a legitimate son, continuing the male blood line, the Indo-Eu- 
ropeans may have recurred to a derivative of the root *genh,- ‘engender’ 
(EXCURSUS I). 
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a Older and younger relatives in a straight line 


The relatives in a straight line include on the one hand paternal and maternal 
grandparents, great-grandparents, etc., and on the other hand grandchildren, 
great-grandchildren, etc. For the Indo-European proto-language, specific words 
can be reconstructed for the generations of the grandparents and grandchildren 
respectively. When it comes to great-grandparents and great-great-grandparents, 
great-grandchildren and great-great-grandchildren, at least a common inventory 
of prefixes seems to have existed. 


2.1 Grandfather 


Judging from the non-Anatolian evidence, the common word for ‘grandfather’ is 
a thematic stem *hzauhz2os:!*° Toch.B awe ‘grandfather’ (?);!4° Arm. haw 'grand- 
father';'^' Lat. avus 'grandfather';'^* ON afi, di ‘grandfather, forefather, either 
from an individualizing n-stem extension *h,auh20-n- or a Hoffmann-formation 
*h;auhzo-hsonh;- (cf. EXCURSUS m). 

However, according to Kloekhorst (2008: 352f.), the parallel existence of Hitt. 
huhha- 'grandfather'^? with geminate -hh- and HLuw. hüha-, Lyc. yuge- ‘id? 
with a single (lenited) intervocalic consonant would point to an original alter- 
nating root noun "/áuhs-s, *hoáuhs-m, *h2uh2-ds, yielding the thematicizations 
*haáuhz-o- (> CLuv. hüha-, Lyc. xuge-, Lat. avus, Arm. haw) and *h;uh;-ó- (> Hitt. 
huhha-) respectively (cf. also 111 - 4.1). Thus, proto-Anatolian appears to have pre- 
served the root noun that subsequently underwent thematicization independent- 
ly in Hittite, Luwian and Core Indo-European. In the plural, Hitt. huhhantes also 
has the meaning ‘ancestors, much like Lat. patres. 


145 Buck (1988 [1949]: 109f.), IEW (89), Szemerényi (1977: 47f.), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 668£), Mallory & Adams (1997: 237f. and 2006: 209f.). 

146 Adams (2013: 1: 61). 

147 Martirosyan (2010: 399f.). The o-stem of the oldest language must be inherited, while 
the alternative u-stem is influenced by the numerous cases of u-stem inflection of nouns 
ending in -w, triggered by the regular development -wi- » -wu- in original or secondary 
i-stems (Schindler apud Matzinger 1995: 72), cf. Olsen (1999: 185). 

148 Ernout & Meillet (61£), WH (I 88), de Vaan (2008: 66); see also V - 10. 

149 Cf. also huhhant- ‘great-grandfather’ and ‘grandfather and HLuw. huhaduli- ‘ancestor’. 
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The original meaning of *hzauhz-/*hzuhz- or *h,auhzos has been hotly debated 
for decades.15° Beside the above-mentioned forms, the word family includes the 
secondary feminine ön-stem Goth. awö ‘grandmother;'*! the derivative Oir. aue 
'grandson < *h,auhzio- (cf. 2.4), and, more spectacularly, specific words for ‘ma- 
ternal uncle such as Lat. avunculus (cf. v - 7.3), Lith. avynas, OCS ujo and OHG 
oheim (cf. 3.1.2). 

This state of affair has led to the divergent conclusions that either the base 
word must originally have been restricted to the meaning ‘maternal grand- 
father;!^? or that, since the most commonly attested meaning is in fact rather 
‘paternal grandfather?!5* the Indo-Europeans must have had an institutionalized 
system of cross-cousin marriage where a young man would marry the daughter 
of his father's sister: to his future children, their paternal grandfather (*h2auhz0s) 
would at the same time be their maternal grand-uncle, the brother of their moth- 
er’s father. This is the slender indication for the theoretical framework set up by 
Benveniste (1969: 227) who stresses the intimate connection between ‘father’s fa- 
ther and ‘maternal uncle’ and even ventures the opinion that the proper meaning 
of the predecessor of Lat. auus etc. is ‘maternal great-uncle’: 


En partant de EGO, le frére de sa mére, son auunculus, est le fils de la soeur 
du pére de son pére, de son auus. Il en est toujours ainsi. Dans ce systéme, 
la parenté sétablit entre frére et fils de soeur, entre oncle maternel et neveu, 
tandis quen filiation agnatique elle sétablit de pére en fils. Dés lors, si auus 
se référe en réalité au grand-oncle maternel, l'oncle maternel pourra étre dit: 
« petit auus », ou auunculus. Cette solution est une simple consequence des 
nécessités du systeme. On est amené à poser pour auus le sens de « grand-on- 
cle maternel » avant celui de « grand-pére »: un méme personage, le frére de 
la mére de la mére, est en méme temps pére du pére. 


150 The attempt to etymologize the ‘grandfather’ word as ‘helper’ from the same root as Ved. 
ávati ‘help, support’ (Szemerényi l.c.: “this is possibly the right explanation") is quite 
speculative. 

151 Casaretto (2004: 225), Kroonen (2013: 44f.). 

152 Cf. eg. IEW (89) “auos ‚Großvater mütterlicherseits" ... “Daß unser Stamm ur- 
sprünglich die Großeltern mütterlicherseits bezeichnete, wird durch die Worte für 
‚Oheim oder Tante mütterlicherseits‘ wahrscheinlich”. 

153 Cf. the illustrative quotation from Plautus (Miles Gloriosus 373) quoted by Mallory & 
Adams (1997: 238): ibi mei maiores sunt siti, pater, avos, proavos, abavos “there is where 
my ancestors lie - father, grandfather, great-grandfather, great-great-grandfather”. 
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As pointed out by Beekes (1976b: 44f.) in his uncompromising criticism of Ben- 
veniste, such a marriage system does exist in some cultures, but it is typical for 
a matrilineal society while everything else points to a patrilineal system for 
Proto-Indo-European, including the rules of heritage (cf. 2.4 on heiress daugh- 
ters and 5.5 on widows). Another crucial counterargument against Benveniste’s 
theory is the fact that *h,auhzos was actually used about the maternal as well as 
the paternal grandfather. However, since we have no reason to doubt that the 
Indo-European family structure was indeed patrilineal and patrilocal, it is also 
quite natural that the *z(a)uh;-/ *h;auh;-o- would most often refer to the father's 
father. While the mother would come from a similar family as the father with its 
own patriarch, the maternal family line would in general be out of focus. Hence, 
there would be no particular reason to specify the grandfather, the *hzauhzos, as 
being on the father's side. When, however, once in a while we are dealing with the 
mother’s father it is convenient to stress this fact, either by a defining adjective, 
as Lat. avus maternus, or by a compound as the one underlying Gk. untpws ^ 
untpwiog ‘maternal grandfather’ (for further discussion, cf. 3.1.1). 

In the separate branches, a number of secondary creations have been coined, 
such as ‘old father’ in Oir. senathair, Latv. vectévs, or specific descriptive com- 
pounds as ON fodurfadir ‘father’s father, modurfadir ‘mother’s father’. 

The Old Iranian form, YAv. niiaka-, OP niiaka- ‘grandfather’, apa-niiaka- 
‘great-great-grandfather, has no clear etymology. Szemerényi derived -aka- from 
*-ävaka-, first (1950: 235) with the prefix ni- which has no parallel in other kinship 
terms, and later (1977: 52) with the suggestion that the first element is niya-, de- 
rived from the same root as OHG ano ‘grandfather, and that we would be dealing 
with a “near-tautological compound 'ancestor-grandfather". However, as pointed 
out by Andres-Toledo in Iv - 1.12, such a contraction, allegedly occurring in order 
to "reduce the volume" of the frequent occurrence of the word, can hardly be ap- 
plied to the Avestan form which is not mentioned by Szemerényi. 
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2.2 Grandmother 


The most widespread word for ‘grandmother’ is based on a stem *hzan(h)-:154 
Hitt. hanna- ‘grandmother, Lyc. adj. xñna/i-;155 Gk. (Hes.) &vvíc' untpoc i] narpóc 
untnp;'°° Arm. han (o-st.) &randmother';!5' OHG ana grandmother ;^* OPr. 
ane ‘female ancestor ;'*? Lat. anus ‘old woman’? (u-stem, following the pattern 
of socrus ‘mother-in-law’).'*! As pointed out by Mallory & Adams (l.c.), the al- 
literating pairs, Hitt. attas annas father and mother’ vs. huhhas hannas 'grandfa- 
ther and grandmother, suggests that hanna- has its initial *h2- from the word for 
‘grandfather, whether in Anatolian alone or already in Proto-Indo-European,!' €? 
but since *an- in the words for ‘mother’ etc. has the appearance of an old nursery 
formation I see no reason for their reconstruction “*h,en- ‘(old) woman”. 

None of the competing terms for ‘grandmother’ can claim Indo-European 
age. Thus Goth. awo, a feminine ön-stem, is apparently modelled on the corre- 
sponding masculine an-stem attested in ON afi ‘grandfather’ Gk. aia, Lat. avia 
are *-id-derivatives of the ‘grandfather’ word; and similarly YAv. niiaka- is derived 
from niidka- ‘grandfather’ (1v - 1.12). Likewise, the parallel formations of Oir. sen- 
máthair, Lith. senmote, Latv. vecmáte (*old-mother’ >) ‘grandmother are proba- 
bly later, mutually independent creations (Mallory & Adams 1997: 239). In Vedic, 
we find pitamahá- (‘great father’ >) ‘paternal grandfather,'® and as parallels of 
the ON compounds for ‘father’s father’ and ‘mother’s father’ we also have fodur- 
móðir ‘father’s mother, modurmodir ‘mother’s mother. 


154 Buck (1988 [1949]: 109f.), IEW (36£), Szemerényi (1977: 48), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 668), Mallory & Adams (1997: 238f. and 2006: 213), who also quote “Goth. ano 
‘grandmother”, though the existence of this word cannot be verified. Cf. also 1.2 on 
nursery words for ‘mother’. 

155 Kloekhorst (2008: 285) and III - 4.2. According to Serangeli, the gemination of -n- must 
be due to a root-final laryngeal, but we cannot exclude a hypocoristic explanation of this 
phenomenon, as in Gk. &vvíc. 

156 GEW (I 112), Beekes (20102: 107). 

157 Martirosyan (2010: 388). 

158 Mallory & Adams (l.c.), who also quote “Goth. ano grandmother", though the existence 
of this word cannot be verified. 

159 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 10f.), Derksen (2015: 55). 

160 Ernout & Meillet (37), WH (155), de Vaan (2008: 45). 

161 Only in Germanic is a masculine counterpart safely attested, in OHG ano ‘forefather’, 
etc. 

162 I do not consider the initial h- of Arm. han a definite proof of an initial *h2-, cf. Olsen 
(1999: 765f.) against Kortlandt (1980, 1984) and Beekes (1988: 76). 

163 Hence also pra-pitamahd- ‘paternal great-grandfather’. 
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Since *hzauhzos ‘grandfather’ may refer to both the father’s and the mother's 
father (2.1; cf. also 3.1.2 on ‘mother’s brother’ and 4.2 on ‘mother-in-law’), one 
should take the aprioristic statement by Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (l.c.) with a grain 
of salt: ^In view of the complete lack of terms of the wifes consanguineal kin, 
we can conclude that the original meaning of PIE *Han- was ‘husband's mother’ 
(from the wifes viewpoint) or ‘father’s mother’ (from the son's viewpoint)”. 


2.3  Great-grandparents etc. 


Many Indo-European languages have words for ancestors!°* beyond the gen- 
eration of grandparents, such as Lat. proavus, Russ. praded ‘great-grandfather, 
Lat. abavus ‘great-great-grandfather. While none of them can safely be traced 
back to the proto-language, *pro- seems to be the marker of the third generation, 
*h;ap- that of the fourth (Mallory e Adams 2006: 210), cf. also OP apa-niiäka- 
'great-great-grandfather' (Iv - 1.12.1). 


2.4 Grandson 


The Core Indo-European word for ‘grandson, *népot-s,!® is widespread and well 
attested: Ved. nápat- ‘descendant, grandson (RV *; nom.sg. nápat, acc. napatam);!°° 
YAv. napát- ‘grandson’ (nom.sg. napa, acc. napatam; gen. naptd); OP nom.sg. napa 
'grandson!5? Lat. nepot- ‘grandson, descendant’ (Enn+; nom.sg. repos); 5? OEng. 
nefa ‘grandsor (also "brothers son); OHG nevo grandson (also 'sisters son’);!°° 
OLith. nepuotis ‘grandson’ (also ‘nephew’; acc.pl. nepuocius, dat.pl. nepuotims).”° 
At least in Indo-Iranian, *népot-s is mythologically connected with the waters 
in the divine name or epithet Ved. Apám Ndpat, Av. Apgm Napa ‘Offspring of 


164 Buck (1988 [1949]: 119f). 

165 Buck (1988 [1949]: 111-13), IEW (764f.), Szemerényi (1977: 48-53), Gamkrelidze & Iva- 
nov (1995: 67of.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 239f. and 2006: 211), NIL (520-24.) Discus- 
sion of the ablaut pattern in Vijünas (2009: 139ff.). 

166 EWAia (I uf). 

167 Cf. IV - 1.7 on the Iranian evidence. 

168 Ernout & Meillet (437f.), WH (II 161), de Vaan 2008: 405f.; see also V * 6.2.2. 

169 Secondary n-stem, cf. Kroonen (2013: 386). 

170 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 494), Derksen 2015: 332, ALEW (II 695f.). 
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the Waters\!7! It is also found in the dual Divó napata “Heaven's offspring’ as an 
epithet of the Asvins or divine twins. 

Further etymologically related mythological names are probably Oir. Nechtan, 
the master of a secret well, and the Roman god of the sea, Lat. Neptunus. In both 
cases, the background may be a thematicized Hoffmann formation, including 
the so-called “suffix of domination" (cf. Excursus 11). Oir. Nechtan may thus be 
derived from a protoform *nept-o-no- (cf. Puhvel 1987: 279) with a derivational 
chain *nepot- ‘descendant’ = *nept-o- ‘descendant-’ = *nepto-h3onhz- ‘having the 
authority of a descendant, the Lord Descendant’ ^ *nepto-h3n(hz)-o- (addition 
of a semantically empty thematic vowel matching feminines in *-ahp- like Gaul. 
Matrona; loss of *-h2- by the veoyvög rule); the short vowel of *-öno- for original 
*-ono- should probably be explained by Dybos Law. Puhvel’s description (l.c.) 
of the suffix as “augmentative”, perhaps going back to Benveniste (1969: 268), is 
somewhat puzzling in the context of Celtic names, but otherwise his observation 
is quite precise: “Evidently in the West [i.e., Italic and Celtic] a short form of the 
name [corresponding to Ved. Apám Ndpat] without the qualifier prevailed (cf. 
other “bare” Celtic kinship terms with the “augmentative” suffix serving as theo- 
nyms: Gaulish Matrona, Maponos, Bratronos, Welsh Modron, Mabon)”. 

When it comes to Lat. Neptünus, the suffix seems to have been remodelled 
from an original *neptono- (or *neptöno-) after Portünus from portus (u-st.) (cf. 
Puhvel l.c.), as if < *prtu-h3n(hz)-o- ‘the lord of the harbours’ just as Neptünus is 
the god of the sea.'7? 

The word is not generally attested in Greek, although a single attestation of a 
nom.pl. vézoósc in the Odyssey has been plausibly interpreted as a mistake for 
*vénotec ‘grandchildren, descendants’ rather than ‘footless’ (seals). The context is 
as follows (Od. 4.404-06): 


171 Cf Mallory & Adams (1997: 203-4), Puhvel (1984-: 277-83). According to Whittaker 
(2017: 497), a partial calque may be found in Sumerian DUMU ABZU(-KE4) child of the 
waters. 

172 Cf. also Ernout & Meillet (438): “Bien que la dérivation de Neptünus ne sexplique pas 
par là, on ne peut sempécher de penser à l'importante figure religieuse indo-iranienne 
de véd. apám näpät, av. apgm napa « descendant des eaux » ... le mot releverait du 
vocabulaire religieux commun à l'indo-iranien et l'italo-celtique" An alternative deriva- 
tion has been suggested, from a hypothetical tu-stem *neb^-tu- ‘moistening’ + suffix of 
domination ‘Lord of moistening’ (Rix 1981: 123 = 2001: 291, cf. de Vaan 2008: 406), but 
this misses the formal justification for the striking mythological similarity between the 
Indo-Iranian and Italo-Celtic divinities. 
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ER Zu koipi&rou UNO Zoo yhagupoiot ' 

agi dE uiv oi! vénoóec Kalijc &AootÓvrc 

a9poaı eüOovotv ... 

And when he is come forth, he lies down to sleep in the hollow caves; and 
around him the seals, the brood ofthe fair daughter ofthe sea, sleep in a herd ... 


“He” is Proteus, the “old man of the sea”, who proceeds to count his flock of seals 


before going to sleep. The interpretation of vémodec as representing vézorec is 


supported by Proteus’ characteristic ability to undergo all sorts of metamorpho- 


ses, in particular into “water or flaming fire5!7? which recalls the "fire-in-water 
myth associated with Apám Nápàt.!7* 


‘Grandson’ or more generally ‘descendant’ is undoubtedly the primary mean- 


ing of *nepöts, and the only one attested in Indo-Iranian, but the evidence in Ital- 


ic, Celtic, Germanic and Balto-Slavic tells another story, including the meanings 


‘nephew, especially 'sister's son, and ‘cousin: 


> Lat. nepos ‘nephew’ is a late, post-Augustean meaning of the word?75 

^ Ogam gen.sg. niotta 'sister's son 

> Oir. nia, gen. nieth ‘nephew, sister's som (as opposed to mac bráthar ‘broth- 
er’s son) 

» MW nei cousin, nephew, esp. ‘sister’s son’ (cf. LEIA N-15) 

> ON nefi ‘relative 17s 

» OEng. nefa ‘nephew, stepson 177 (beside grandson) 

> OHG nefo, nevo ‘cousin, nephew’ (beside ‘grandson, descendant’) 

> OLith. nepuotis ‘nephew’ (beside grandson) 


Alb. nip has the double meaning ‘grandson’ and ‘nephew. 


173 
174 


175 


176 
177 


V. 418: “kai wp Kai Deomdaéc mip”. 

Apart from the Vedic connection between Agni and Apám Näpät the fire-in-water con- 
cept is implicit in an Old Norse kenning for ‘fire, sævar niðr, lit. ‘kin of the sea (Puhvel 
1987: 278). Cf. also Watkins’ convincing analysis of the old Armenian poem on the birth 
of Vahagn (19952: 253f.). 

Cf. Beekes (1976b: 49ff.). Sp. nieto and Port. neto, secondarily derived from a feminine 
*nepta-, only have the meaning ‘grandson’ as opposed to the other Romance languages, 
Fr. neveu ‘nephew, Ital. nipote ‘grandchild, nephew’ (cf. Meyer-Lübke 1935: 5890-91). 
The Germanic forms derive from a secondary n-stem *nefan-, cf. Kroonen (2013: 386f.). 
The meaning ‘stepson’ makes good sense in connection with fosterage of a sister's son. 
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To this we may add an old derivative in *-()io- continued in OAv. naptiia- 
‘pertaining to descendance, OLith. neptis ‘grandchild’ but also ‘nephew, ORuss. 
neti(i), SerbCS netoji ‘nephew, SCr. nécak specifically ‘sister’s son;* and Gk. 
&veyióc cousin where the initial &- probably represents the prefix *sm- from a 
psilotic dialect, so that an &veyióc would be “einer der *&veyiá, der ‘Gesamtheit 
der nepotes" (GEW I 433).'7° 

A hotly debated question is now whether the meaning ‘nephew, or specifi- 
cally 'sister's son’ as in Celtic and Slavic, is due to parallel semantic extensions in 
the individual branches or goes back to the proto-language. Protagonists of the 
latter scenario!*? often take the identical designation of ‘grandson’ and ‘nephew’ 
as evidence for an Omaha type of kinship terminology where the generations 
are known to be skewed, so that, e.g., ‘mother’s father’ and ‘mother’s brother’ are 
classified together. According to such a system, as noted by Mallory & Adams 
(1997: 239), we might expect to find such skewing of ‘sister’s son’ and daughter's 
son. What we actually find, however, is an equation between ‘sister’s son’ and the 
more general ‘son’s or daughter's son’ since *népots grandson seems to have been 
neutral in this respect though descendants of the paternal line are obviously con- 
sidered more important. 

The *népotes may be defined as the young and uninfluential members of a 
family, perhaps, as suggested to me by Benedicte Nielsen Whitehead (p.c.), be- 
cause young children were considered of little importance individually as one 
could never know if they would survive childhood (cf. 7). 

It must be stressed that in more sedentary societies where there could be reg- 
ular contact between the patriarchal household in which a boy was born and 
that of his maternal uncle who, as we shall see below, is generally known to have 
played an important role, there would by definition be two sets of *népotes in play, 
one on the father's side and one on the mother's. If, on the other hand, the word 
already existed in the nomadic Proto-Indo-European society the young children 
on the womans side of the family would probably in practice be out of the sphere 
of interest and only a meaning ‘grandchild’ would be relevant. 

Beekes (1976b: 55), stressing the late occurrence of the meaning ‘nephew 
of nepos in Latin and its non-occurrence in Indo-Iranian, concludes with some 


178 Derksen (2008: 350f.). 

179 Cf. also GEW (1106) and Beekes (2010a: 102). Frisk (1.c.) prefers to interpret &- as a pro- 
thetic vowel which would make a derivation of *(-)ne- from the negation *ne impossible. 
An argument against laryngeal prothesis would be the Hesychean gloss véontpat’ viðv 
Suyatépes, cf. 3.5. 

180 Thus Friedrich (1966). 
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hesitation that “the representatives of *népots got the meaning of ‘nephew’ inde- 
pendently”. The same view is held by Hettrich (1985: 458) who also favours the 
idea of parallel developments. However, the specialization of the meaning ‘sister’s 
son in Celtic, Slavic, and partly Germanic, all conservative patriarchal societies, 
seems too striking to be accidental, so while the synonymy between ‘grandchild’ 
and ‘nephew’ may not go all the way back to the proto-language or even Core In- 
do-European, it must still reveal something about the social structure in Indo-Eu- 
ropean speaking societies of Europe, and here I find it easier to assume at least a 
dialectal extension of *népots from an exclusive meaning of ‘grandchild’ to ‘sister’s 
son than independent developments in Celtic, Germanic and Balto-Slavic. 

In recent literature the old etymological derivation of *népot- from a com- 
pound ‘powerless’ (e.g., WH II 162, IEW 764) is mostly rejected for various rea- 
sons. Thus, e.g. Szemerényi (1977: 50): 


For a very long time now the favourite explanation of *nepös has been “Un- 
mündiger, Unselbstándiger, “minor, dependent” This is in itself rather 
unlikely since, if this were the reason for the coinage, it would apply to all 
children ... Moreover, the assumed analysis, *ne-pot- ‘not (being his own) 
master, yields an anomalous formation: the privative particle is always n, not 


ne, before a consonant.!5! 
Mallory & Adams (1997: 240): 


Efforts to etymologize *ne-pot- as ‘powerless’ (< *ne- ‘not’ + "potis 'inde- 
pendent, dominating, i.e., young unmarried male of the extended family) 
are pointless as the correct segmentation revealed by the feminine forms 
[i.e. *neptih;-] is *nep-ot- in which -ot- is the same nominal suffix found in 


181. Szemerenyis own etymological explanation is based on Benvenistes observation (1969: 
235) that in many societies the grandson is perceived as a sort of reincarnation of the 
grandfather: "qu'un être qui naît est toujours un ancêtre réincarné à travers un certain 
nombre de génerations ... En général, la réapparition se fait du grand-pére de l'enfant 
qui reparait, dou il résulte qu'ils portent le méme nom" On this background, Szemerényi 
analyses *(H)nepto- as a karmadhàraya compound with a first member *Hn-e-, alleged- 

"the master 

belonging to grandfather ... or simply '(little) master grandfather, “Herr Großväter- 

chen”. Quite apart from the somewhat peculiar connection with “master”, the explana- 
tion must be rejected on formal grounds since the compositional form of *Han- with 

“thematic vowel" would be *Hno- or perhaps *Hni-, but certainly not *Hne-. 


ly an adjective from *Han- ‘ancestor, and an assumed original meaning 
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Germanic *ménop- ‘month (from ‘moon) or Hitt. siwatt- ‘day (from day- 
time, sky”).!8? 


On closer inspection, none of these objections is valid. It is true that the priva- 
tive particle in preconsonantal position is usually *y-, but this is because priv- 
ative compounds are almost always either bahuvrihis (with regular unaccented 
a- in Vedic) or, more rarely, determinatives created by reaccentuation, e.g. Ved. 
a-pütra- ‘without sons’ = d-putra- ‘not a son’ (cf. Olsen 2009: 186f.). An original 
determinative compound or collocation of negation + headword, on the other 
hand, would be expected to have an accented full grade negation *ne- as its first 
member. This is what we actualy find in rare cases like *né-kis ‘no-one’ (Ved. 
ná-kih, Lat. nequis), Lat. nequis or Skt. na-cira- ‘not long-lasting’ (cf. EWAia IT). 
Similarly, *né-pot- would make perfect sense in the meaning ‘not mighty: 

Neither is the reference to IE t-stems (of which the word for ‘moon/ month’ 
is incidentally an s/t-stem) a decisive argument against the analysis of *nepot- as 
an old compound. Obviously the very existence of such a stem class does not 
logically exclude that roots may also accidentally end in -t-, and I see no reason 
why *-pt-ih2- in the feminine "neptíh;- cannot be derived from the zero grade of 
such a root, especially since a segmentation *nép-ot- would require an otherwise 
unknown root *nep-. Consequently, it still seems the most economical solution 
to stick to the traditional interpretation of *né-pot- as ‘not mighty’ where the final 
part has the appearance of a root noun. 

Still, we have to account for the semantic aspect where the explanation pre- 
sented in WH (l.c.) seems somewhat far-fetched: “vaterlose Waisen, die der Fam- 
ilie des Onkels oder Großvaters zufielen”. The *né-potes are not particularly or- 
phans - these had their own specific designation (cf. 6.2). Seen from the point of 
view of the grandfather as head of the household, they are the young, unmarried 
grandchildren who could have no authority at all. His grown-up sons, on the oth- 
er hand, while under his patriarchal authority, would still be masters of their own 
wives and children. Thus, the meaning grandson, covering all the interrelated 
children of the household, is quite reasonable. The semantic extension to 'sister's 
son’ which seems to go back to the common ancestor of the European branches is 
a little trickier since the sister's son and the grandson from the paternal line after 
all belong to two different clans. 


182 Cf. the implicit rejection in de Vaan's segmentation “*hznep-öt-” (2008: 405). See also 
Pinault (2017a: 106f.). 
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Here the explanation probably lies in the close connection between young 
boys and their mothers’ brothers described in 3.1.2: seen from the point of view 
of the mother’s brother - Lat. avunculus, Lith. avynas, Sl. *ujv - the favoured boy 
is the sisters son. Already Delbrück (1889: 403) noted that the branches where 
*népots assumed the meaning of ‘nephew, sister's sor’ are the very same as those 
where the designation for the maternal uncle is derived from the word for ‘grand- 
father’. 

This boy, in turn, is a *ne-pöts, a child without authority, born into the patriar- 
chal family into which his mother - the sister of his protector or ‘avunculus’ - en- 
tered with her marriage. The opposite of the *népots is the grandfather or master 
of the house, the *déms potis.'*? Naturally, an uncle-nephew relation of this kind 
would become even more intimate if the boy actually moved to his mother’s fam- 
ily as a foster-son. In this household he would probably also be considered a *né- 
pots, one of the still powerless children. 

The Greek compound &veyióc < *sm-neptio- ‘cousin fits nicely into the pic- 
ture: the cousins within a patriarchal household must all belong to the youngest 
generation, i.e., they are all grandchildren, *ne-potes without authority.!®® Like the 
brotherhoods, "b^rah;trah;- (1.6), and ‘sisterhoods, *suésor (1.7), they constitute a 
collective of equals, a *sm-neptiahz- (cf. GEW I 433). The idea of a community of 
cousins might even go back to the common predecessor of Greek and Celtic as 
suggested by the British Celtic evidence, thus W ceifn < *kom-nepöt- ‘(male) 
cousin (LEIA N-15) and, with addition of -derf (Oir. derb) ‘proper’, cefynderw, 
Bret. kenderv ‘male cousin, W cefnitherw, Bret. keniterv female cousin’ (LEIA l.c. 
and D-55). Thus, there is no particular reason to include the concept of ‘reciproc- 
ity’ between the generations (cf. Benveniste 1969: 231-34), and it must be empha- 
sized that the scenario suggested here has no Omaha-type implications. 

Other words for ‘grandson, son's son’ are restricted to a single branch. In 
Greek, the usual term is viwvdc¢ from víóc ‘son, probably to be analysed as a the- 
maticized Hoffmann formation *suhio-h3n(hz)-6- ‘the one belonging to the one 
with filial authority’ (cf. Olsen 20102: 162 and EXCURSUS 1I).!55 As tentatively sug- 


183 For a recent discussion of *potis, cf. Pinault (2017b). 

184 Szemerenyis suggestion (1977: 49) that the the masc. &veynög (Il+) replaced an original 
*(&)vénwe on the model of the later attested fem. *&veyi& > &veyıð is quite unlikely. 

185 Benveniste (1969: 268), quite ingeniously though hardly historically correctly, describes 
the suffix of viwvdc as “augmentative”: “... le suffixe -ónos donnait au nom radical un 
doublet à valeur augmentative. A premiere vue, au contraire, on attribuerait plutöt une 
valeur diminutive à huionós. Mais le contraste tient à ce que nous généralisons indüment 
la notion qui nous est familière de ‘petit-fils. Il y aurait tout autant de raison de dire le 
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Family A Family B 
*hzauh2os *h;áuh;os 
son daughter son 
avunculus 
*népots 


FIGURE1 Therelation between the maternal uncle and his nephew. 


gested to me by Anders Richardt Jorgensen (ms.), a parallel analysis is possible 
for Vannetais Breton doarein, doaran ‘grandchild, which may go back to a PCelt. 
*dugat(V)rano-, i.e., PIE *d'ugh2(e)tro-h3n(h2)o-, which would then be ‘the one 
belonging to the one with daughterly authority, i.e., daughter's son, perhaps orig- 
inally referring to to the son of a heritage daughter? 

Oir. aue ‘grandson’ goes back to an -io-derivative of the grandfather word, 
*h,auhzio- ‘the one associated with the grandfather,1*° and in Old Norse we find 
the usual type of descriptive compounds sonarsonr ‘sons son’ and dóttursonr 
‘daughter’s son, as in Armenian elbawrordi and kerordi. 

On the whole, those branches where "népot- has assumed the secondary 
meaning ‘nephew, sister's son’ tend to avoid confusion by coining new terms for 
‘grandson. 

Late OHG enichlin, eniklin > NHG Enkel is a diminutive of OHG ano ‘ances- 
tor,!87 but the reason for this semantic change is not quite clear. According to 
Szemerényi (1977: 52), it illustrates the above-mentioned popular belief that “the 
grandson is a kind of reincarnation of the grandfather’, even now often named af- 
ter his paternal grandfather.!** Alternatively, Kluge (222) mentions the possibility 


“grand fils. La désignation par ‘grand’ et ‘petit’ est traditionelle, mais arbitraire; ‘petit-fils 
en francais, mais en anglais, ‘grand-son comme ‘grand-father, l'un ou l'autre étant d'un 
degré plus éloigné de celui qui parle que son propre pére ou son propre fils" 

186 Cf. also Schrijver (1995: 300f.) on W ŵyr ‘grandchild. 

187 Cf. Schulze (1907: 408f.). 

188 Cf. also Ghurye’s description 1962: 100 of the situation in Ancient Greece where the eld- 
est son would usually be named after his father, but the second after his mother’s father 
and the daughters after their grandmothers. 
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of “Anredewechsel” (“in der Anrede antwortet der Verwandte in der selben Form, 
mit der er angeredet wird”).!8° 

Traditionally, Sl. *veruke ‘grandson’ is considered an etymological and se- 
mantic parallel to NHG Enkel,!?? though there is no agreement on the formal de- 
tails.!?! At any rate, the comparison is based on the problematic assumption that 
the nasal vowel seen in OPol. wnek beside -u- in all the other languages (ORuss. 
vonuke, Ukr. onük, Cz. vnuk, Pol. wnuk, SCr. unuk, Slov. vnuk/vnuk, Bulg. vnuk) 
is original, which is impossible since a development 9 > u is only regular in East 
Slavic, Czech and Serbo-Croatian. In fact, the nasalization in Polish seems to be 
secondary, as in numerous other cases (cf. Brückner 1909: 337 and 67), and conse- 
quently, we have to prefer the straightforward (or even the only possible) solution 
that -u- goes back to a u-diphthong. 

On these premises I may now venture an alternative analysis, viz., a com- 
pound *h,4-h,oukos ‘an inborn, housemate:!?? As a verbal root *h,euk- (LIV? 
244) means somthing like ‘be/get used to, learn’ (Ved. ucyasi ‘you are used to, 
Lith. jünkti ‘get used to; Arm. usanim ‘learn, OCS učiti ‘teach’), but in nominal 
derivatives we find the semantic shading of something familiar, well known, dear 
and even pertaining to the homestead, thus Arm. amusin ‘consort, husband or 
wife’ < *sm-hje/oukeno- (Olsen 1999: 466 with references) and Ved. ny-ócani (f) 
‘in-dweller’ (?), only attested in the wedding hymn, RV 10.85.6: 


189 Inthe same vein, Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 668) point to “the widely attested practice 
of inverse naming, whereby the older and younger people in a kin relation (grandparent 
and grandchild, parent and child) call each other by the same term (the term applied 
to the younger person by the older is frequently diminutive). An example is Georgian 
babuka ‘grandfather’, bebiko ‘grandmother’ which can be applied by the grandparent to 
the grandchild, or mamiko ‘daddy’ and dediko ‘mummy’ which can be applied to chil- 
dren by parents”. 

190 Cf. von Miklosich (1970 [1886]: 396), Vasmer (1953: 211). 

191 Szemerényi (1977: 52) assumes that "IE *Han-on-ko- (cf. Lat. hom-un-culus) developed 
into Slavic *ongko- and was dissimilated to *ungko-, the source of vengko-"; however, 
homunculus, deriving from an existing n-stem homo, is no valid parallel. Mallory & 
Adams (1997: 386) suggest a reduplicated formation “*hzen-hzen-ko-”. Derksen (2008: 
531) claims that vən- may continue the zero grade of *hzan-, as in Lith. anyta ‘mother- 
in-law, Lat. anus ‘old woman, but fails to explain the origin of -uke and the derivation 
from a noun that is exclusively feminine except in Germanic. Lith. anükas ‘grandchild, 
grandson is borrowed from Slavic, cf. Fraenkel (1962-65: I 12) and Derksen (2015: 58). 

192. Cf. the more detailed treatment in Olsen (forthcoming). 
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raibhy äsid anudéyi näräsamsi nyócani 
Raibhi was (the female attendant) to be given along (with the bride), Näräsamsi 
the in-dweller. 


A noun of particular interest in this connection is the Vedic s-stem ökas- < 
*h,éukos with the double meaning of comfort, pleasure’ and ‘homestead; corre- 
sponding to GAv. (Y.44.15) an-aocah- ‘hostile, without (common) habits’ or, more 
likely, ‘without a homestead’ which is used as an epithet of the army!?* (EWAia 
I 276). The semantic breadth is reminiscent of Goth. haims ‘village; ON heim 
‘homestead’ beside Oir. cóim, OW cum ‘dear’ or, as noted by Thomas Olander 
(p.c.), German wohnen, Wohnung beside gewöhnen: what is familiar is at the same 
time dear and pleasurable. As semantic and structural parallels to the suggested 
analysis of *venuke one may mention Arm. antani, lit. ‘in-the-house; i.e., ‘relative, 
pl. ‘family, Gk. oikoyevns, évdoyevyc, Arm. antocin ‘born within (the house).194 

On the Anatolian word for ‘grandchild, *h;amsu- (Pal. hamsu-, HLuw. hasu- 
‘family, Hitt. EGAL hammasas ‘house of the grandchildren’), cf. m + 9. 

In the extended family, the children would usually have the status of grand- 
children, and a child born within the household would thus be defined as a mem- 
ber of the family, probably seen in opposition to illegitimate children, children 
born by the unfree and possibly foster children who, as we have seen, would typ- 
ically have been transferred to the family of their maternal uncle. 

Naturally, the ‘sons sor’ is the cherished type of grandchild in a patrilineal 
society, but still exceptional situations may arise where the focus is rather on the 
sons of a daughter. 

For the specific meaning daughter's son’ a vrddhi derivative *d"eughztro- (NIL 
126) is a serious candidate.!°> In Sanskrit, dauhitra- ‘son of an heiress daughter, 
with productive vrddhi vocalism -au- for *-o-, is well attested since the Upani- 


193 Hiiat hàm spädä anaocayha jamaéte “when two a. armies confront each other”. 

194 Szemerényi (1977: 52) assumes that "IE *Han-on-ko- (cf. Lat. hom-un-culus) developed 
into Slavic *ongko- and was dissimilated to *ungko-, the source of vongko-”; however, 
homunculus, deriving from an existing n-stem homo, is no valid parallel. Mallory & 
Adams (1997: 386) suggest a reduplicated formation “*hzen-hzen-ko-”. Derksen (2008: 
531) claims that von- may continue the zero grade of *hzan-, as in Lith. anyta ‘mother- 
in-law, Lat. anus ‘old woman, but fails to explain the origin of -uke and the derivation 
from a noun that is exclusively feminine except in Germanic. Lith. anükas ‘grandchild, 
grandson is borrowed from Slavic, cf. Fraenkel (1962-65: I 12) and Derksen (2015: 58). 

195 Thus Szemerényi (1977). 


92 Birgit Anette Olsen Ws 2.4 


shads, and from Germanic we find MHG diehter, tiehter (n)'?° ‘grandson, lit. ‘the 
one belonging to the daughter’ < PGmc. *deuhtra- ‘daughter's son. The Germanic 
evidence is meticulously treated by Darms (1978: 406-11),1°” who suggests that 
the word was coined some time in pre-Proto-Germanic. At this stage he has to 
assume that the vrddhi ablaut u : eu, *duhter- vs. *deuhtra-, was still active, though 
there is nothing further to corroborate this view. He rejects the possibility of In- 
do-European origin because of the relatively late attestation of both the Old Indic 
and the Germanic word, and because in his opinion the institution of heiress 
daughters, discussed by Scharfe (1964-65), cannot be attributed to the proto-Ger- 
manic society. 

An heiress daughter (“Erbtochter”) is the daughter of a family without sons who 
is used as a means to continue the paternal line and secure the inheritance. The Old 
Indic designation for such a daughter, pítryavati- (as if *phatrio-unt-ih;- ‘the one (f.) 
having the paternal (goods)’), is already attested in the Rigveda (RV 9.46.2): 


páriskrtasa índavo yóseva 

pitryävati vayum sómà asrksata 

The drops, adorned like a maiden with her patrimony, the soma drinks have 
been released to Vayu. 


As argued by Wackernagel (1953 [1916]: 6-9), pitrya- does not have the meaning 
‘dowry, but only ‘paternal goods, and hence Grassmanns translation of pitrya- 
vati as “vom Vater ererbtes Gut besitzend" (Grassmann 815) is basically correct: 
"Also kann yösa pítryavati nichts anderes heißen als ,,Erbtochter“”.1°* As a Greek 
parallel the synonymous Cretan natpw@yog is adduced where *phztrio- is equiva- 
lent to matpwo- and -oyoc ‘having, holding’ corresponds semantically to the suffix 


*-uent-.199 


196 The neuter gender is explained as influence from the MHG diminutive enichil ‘grand- 
child’ (Darms 1978: 410). 

197 The specialized meaning ‘daughter’s child’ may be deduced from the formulation ir tóch- 
terlinen und ir diehteriden with the parallel text ir tochter und ir tochter kint (Darms 1978: 
407). Cf. also VI + 4.1. 

198 Wackernagel strengthens the interpretation with a parallel passage, Vasistha 17, 17, where 
the father of an heiress daughter addresses his future son-in-law: "dieses bruderlose 
Mädchen will ich dir unter der Bedingung geschmückt übergeben, daß der Sohn, der 
von ihr geboren wird, mein Sohn ist”. 

199 Cf. also VIII + 2.2.1 on the term putrika-, lit. female son: 
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According to Scharfe (1964-65: 266 with references), the practice of heiress 
daughters is known from the Old Indians, Greeks, South Slavonic peoples, Per- 
sians, Afghans and Armenians, and since it is a natural last solution in a strictly 
patrilineal system, it is reasonable to believe that it may be an inherited feature 
of Indo-European society. Therefore, I see no reason why the pair Skt. dauhitra- : 
MHG tiehter should not reflect an inherited lexeme where the Germanic contin- 
uation has lost its specific semantic justification. 

Scharfes particular object of investigation is the Old Indic and Greek state 
of affairs, and in both cases, there is a specific name for the offspring of such a 
daughter - in Sanskrit dauhitra-, in Greek Yvyarpıdoög. According to the Law 
Code of Gortyn, it is not sufficient to marry off the heiress daughter to a suitable 
husband, irrespective of his family background; rather, it specifies in great detail 
who the heiress is supposed to marry in order to preserve the blood line of her 
fathers (VII, 15f.; Willetts 1967: 45): 


TAU TA- 

r]pöılö]koy ónvíe9o1 &óeAm- 

ÕL TO MATpdG TOV idvTOV TOL 

npeıyliloröi ... 

ai dE Ka uè lovri &deAmO- 

i tő mla]tpoc, viéeó dé kç &óeA- 

mov, drvie9au iði TOL [é]¢ tő 7- 

petyloto. 

The heiress is to be married to the brother of the father, the oldest of those liv- 
ing ... And if there should be no brothers of the father, but sons of the brothers, 
she is to be married to that one (who is the son) of the oldest. 


Thus, this is a case where, contrary to usual practice, uncle-niece or parallel-cous- 
in marriages were actually encouraged (cf. vii - 1). 

The linguistic identity between the Old Indic and the Germanic form in addi- 
tion to the Greek evidence makes it reasonable to conclude that the Indo-Euro- 
peans did indeed operate with the concept of heiress daughters, but it can hardly 
be determined if the husband of such a daughter originally had to belong to the 
paternal clan, as in Greek and partly Anatolian tradition, or merely fulfilled the 
function of engendering a son who would subsequently continue the line of his 
maternal grandfather. 

Cf. also Ix - 2 on the regulations in Hittite society. 
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2.5 Granddaughter 


For granddaughter"??? the inherited stem is an *-ih,-stem derivative of *né-pot-, 
*neptihz-:2° Ved. napti- (RV+) ‘(grand)daughter’;?°? YAv. napti- 'eranddaugh- 
ter??? Lat. neptis ‘granddaughter ’;?°* OLith. nepté ‘granddaughter’°> (analogical- 
ly remodelled after dukté ‘daughter’, cf. Lühr 2000: 75). 

The secondary meaning "niece; mirroring that of *nepot- in the meaning 
"nephew; is also found: Oir. necht ‘niece’;?°* ON nipt ‘close female relative, sister's 
daughter, OEng. nift ‘niece, granddaughter, stepdaughter, OHG nift ‘niece, step- 
daughter’; OFris. nift sons or daughters daughter’ (also ‘stepdaughter’) appears 
only to reflect the primary meaning?" As noted by Mallory & Adams (2006: 
213), "neptíh;- differs from *nepöts, which in the meaning ‘nephew’ specifically 
refers to the "sisters son, by its broader meaning covering both ‘sisters daugh- 
ter’ and ‘brother’s daughter. No doubt, the extension of meaning started from 
‘grandsor to 'sister's son’ for the reasons sketched in 2.4 and was only later further 
extended to female family members of the same generation. 

An indirect piece of evidence from Greek may be found in Hes. véozrmpau' 
viðv 9vyarépec ‘daughters of sons’ where veortpaı may stand for *vérorpou, a 
feminine counterpart of a *verrornp (cf. Benveniste 1969: 234) which would be 
a remodelling of *nepöt-s after the kinship terms in *-fér, used in the plural to 
designate the group. 

Otherwise, the feminine forms of the individual branches generally follow the 
pattern of the corresponding masculines, e.g. OHG enkelin, ON sonardottir, dót- 
turdóttir. 


200 Buck (1988 [1949]: 111-13), IEW (764), Szemerényi (1977: 53), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 
(1995: 670£); Mallory & Adams (1997: 237 and 2006: 213), NIL (521-24). 

201 The oldest forms in Vedic follow the vrkih-inflection, cf. Wackernagel & Debrunner 
(1975 [1929-30]: 170, 83). If this goes back to the proto-language, the original function 
would have been that of a singulative. 

202 EWAia (I 11f.). 

203 Cf. IV 1.8. 

204 Ernout & Meillet (437f.), WH (II 161), de Vaan (2008: 405f.), V - 6.2.2. 

205 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 494), Derksen (2015: 332), ALEW (II 695f.). 

206 LEIA (N-15); Matasović (2009: 286). 

207 Kroonen (2013: 387). 
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2.6 Great-grandchildren 


At least a superficial similarity may be observed between Ved. pranapät (voc.sg., 
RV 8.1713) and Lat. pronepos ‘great-grandson, in Latin with a corresponding f. 
proneptis 'ereat-granddaughter, though the Latin form may have been created 
independently as an opposite to proavus 'great-grandfather' (cf. Ernout & Meillet 
438).?*5 Cf. also, with identical prefix, Russ. právnuk ‘great-grandchild. 


3 Uncles and aunts, nephews, nieces and cousins 


For relatives that are not connected in a straight line, such as uncles and aunts, 
cousins, nephews and nieces, the potentially relevant distinctions are between 
the paternal and the maternal line, and between blood relatives and relatives by 
marriage. 


31 Uncle 


Under the general term uncle 209 we may in principle distinguish between the 
blood relatives ‘father’s brother’ (3.1.1) and ‘mother’s brother’ (3.1.2), and the rel- 
atives by marriage ‘father’s sisters husband’ (3.1.3) and ‘mother’s sister’s husband’ 
(3.1.4). Of these, only the father’s brother would generally belong to the same 
household as that of his nephew/niece, except in the case of a young boy fostered 
in the household of his maternal uncle, in which case only the mother’s brother 
belongs to the same household as the nephew. As might be expected, there are 
apparently no specific terms for uncles by marriage. 


3.1.1 Father’ brother 

The evidence for an inherited IE term for ‘father’s brother’?! is somewhat con- 
fusing. With the word for ‘father’ as a derivational basis, certain common features 
do occur, but it is difficult to establish a clear protoform, and at the same time, the 
exact semantic delimitation of the relevant derivatives is somewhat unclear. An- 


208 Similarly, Lat. abnepös 'great-great-grandson' beside abavus ‘great-great-grandfather. 

209 Buck (1988 [1949]: 113-15), IEW (829), Szemerényi (1977: 53-61), Mallory & Adams 
(1997: 609-11 and 2006: 214). 

210 IEW (829), Szemerényi (].c.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 609 and 2006: 214), NIL (555-62). 
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other important detail is the fact that parallel formations are based on the word 
for ‘mother and, as we shall see in this case, it cannot always be taken for granted 
that the words for relatives on the father's side are primary to those pertaining to 
the mother's family. 

It may be useful to start from the evidence from Greek where an exceptional 
derivational pattern suggests that we are dealing with significant archaisms. 

Two kinship terms based on the stems denoting ‘father’ and ‘mother’ respec- 
tively are characterized by an enigmatic final segment -we, gen. -woc: maTpwe, 
-woc?" and untpws, -wog.”!? Both terms are attested in a variety of meanings: 
natpws in the sense of ‘father’s brother’ (Hesiodus, Pindar, Herodotus), ‘father’s 
father’ (Stesichorus) and ‘paternal ancestor’ (Amphilochus); untpwg in the sense 
of ‘mother’s brother’ (Homer, Pindar, etc.), ‘mother’s father’ (Pindar) and in gen- 
eral ‘mother’s parents/ancestors/father (and perhaps brother)’ (Pindar, Euripid- 
es). 

The element -wç has no obvious parallels in other IE languages, though deriv- 
atives in *-u(i)io/ah2- of the type Gk. untpvin ‘stepmother, Lat. patruus ‘father’s 
brother’ must somehow be related, and even within Greek, only Au: ‘house 
servant’ has a similar structure. The only Homeric evidence for the type are two 
attestations of untpwg in the meaning ‘mother’s brother’ in the Iliad (2.662 and 
16.717), while the secondary derivative untpaioc in Od. 19.410 refers to Autolycus, 
Odysseus' maternal grandfather. Thus, the oldest attestations tell us that the end 
segment -wç was not semantically restricted to words for paternal or maternal 
uncles. Rau (2011: 11), following a thorough philological analysis of the attesta- 
tions, appropriately renders the primary meaning of z&rpoc/urrrpuc as “ascend- 
ant kinsman on the father’s/mother’s side”. 

Traditionally, -wç < *-öus, whether primary or secondary in relation to *-u(i) 
io-, has been interpreted as a suffix (cf. Schwyzer 1968 [1939]: 479f., Beekes 1973: 
233, and Risch 1974: 160: “Suffix *-wf-”), but in consideration of the isolated sta- 
tus of such a suffix in Greek, this is hardly a convincing explanation. The idea 
of a derivational formation is also taken up by Rau (2011) who posits a u-stem 
*phatrou-Iphstru- as the basis of natpwc. Since allegedly “this is more or less the 
only known secondary amphikinetic u-stem reconstructible for the proto-lan- 
guage’, he further assumes secondary influence from dude ‘slave; suggesting that 
m&tpw<s was “not simply a kinship term but rather a designation linked to the 
broader social and political structure of the IE extended family”. Even so, the idea 


211 GEW (II 482), Beekes (2010: 1158). 
212 GEW (II 232), Beekes (2010: 949). 
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that a word for '(house-)slave' would specifically have influenced the terms for 
older relatives is far from obvious. 

Finally, Widmer (2008) has suggested that we would be dealing with hy- 
postatic formations based on locatival adverbial forms in *-eu from thematic 
stems, assuming the derivational chains "*pat(e)r-eu/*mat(e)r-eu ‘beim Vater! 
bei der Mutter’ » *patr-öu-/*mätr-öu- ‘beim Vater/bei der Mutter seiend/befind- 
lich, ‘zum Vater/zur Mutter gehörig » *patröu-/*matröu- ‘zum Vater/zur Mutter 
gehórig". The individual steps of such a development cannot be corroborated, 
however, and on the semantic level, the theory of a locative case form as a basis of 
the kinship terms seems somewhat forced. A de-locatival formation seems more 
reasonable for the enigmatic duac, if the original meaning is a house slave, some- 
one ‘in the house, like oixevc. Admittedly, the expected locative of a u-stem ends 
in *-éy rather than *-61,?'? but one might perhaps think of a conflation with the 
competing o-stem (cf. Lat. domus, o- and u-st.). 

A more convincing scenario for natpwg and untpwg is proposed by Sze- 
merényi (1977: 55ff.) who, dismissing the plethora of semantic and formal inter- 
pretations of the alleged suffix, concludes that, 


[a]ll these attempts ignore the supremely important fact that the "type" is in 
essence limited to the "tokens" natpwg untpws, and denotes the 'grandfa- 
ther or the parents brother’ - exactly as *awos does 313 And yet this twofold 
agreement enables us to see through the haze surrounding the individual 
data: the basic fact is that these terms are not formed with a semantically 
nebulous, and formally elusive suffix but contain the very word *awos. 


More precisely, Szemerenyi considers rr&tpwg the regular contraction product of 
*natp-afoc despite the consonant stem inflection attested in acc.sg. uytTpwa > 
*-oum (Il. 16.717). 

As we have already seen (2.1), Szemerenyis “*awos” may be translated into 
modern laryngealistic terms as an Indo-European paradigm *h2duhz-s, gen. *h2u- 
h;-ós. On this background, we may hypothesize the compounds *mdhztro-h2u- 
ha-s, "-hauh5-m, *-hzuhz-os and *phaóstro-houhs-s, *-h2uh2-m, *-h2uhz-os *mater- 


nal/paternal ";áuhss". The stress falls on the first member as in the most archaic 
type of compounds, and there is corresponding zero grade in the final member 


213 See Olander (2015: 173f.) for discussion. 
214 This description is not quite exact in so far as the words for ‘uncle; in particular ‘mother’s 
brother’ are related to, but not identical with *h;auhzos ‘grandfather’. 
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(cf. Olsen 2009 with references). The thematic vowel -o- seems to be analogical 
from other compounds with these kinship terms as a first member such as untpo- 
nárop ‘mother’s father’ (Il.+), ratpo-kaoiyvnrog ‘father’s brother’ (Od.+). 

Admittedly, the assumed paradigms do not completely fit the attested Greek 
forms. If we assume that the connecting vowel -o- on the first member (as op- 
posed to, e.g., Ved. pitrvyá- ‘father’s brother’ with no connecting vowel) was not 
introduced until some period of pre-Greek where the first laryngeal would trigger 
(analogical) compositional lengthening,?!° we would probably expect a nom.sg. 
*mähztro-hzuhzs > *mátrouass > *mätröuas > *mätröas. But -wç in uńtpwç (Il. 
2.662) cannot be resolved in a disyllabic *-o(p)ac, and in the acc.sg. the corre- 
sponding form would be *mähztröuazm > *mätröuan > *urtpwav rather than the 
attested untpwa (Il. 16.717) - though the gen. *mätröuhzos would in fact regularly 
yield the attested u[rpooc. 

These objections, however, are not decisive in so far as *untpwav could easily 
have been levelled to unzpwa on the pattern of the consonant stems suggested by 
the rest of the paradigm (e.g., the genitive), which in turn could be responsible 
for the stem of the nominative. This would level a highly irregular paradigm to a 
uniform stem in *-0y-: 


nom. *mätröua-s, acc. *mátróya-n, gen. *mätröu-os ^ 
nom. *mätröu-s, acc. *mätröu-n, gen. *mätröu-os > 


nom. UNTPW-S, acc. UNTPW-a, gen. umrpo-oc 


Another theoretical possibility would be spontaneous dissimilation of the 
stem-final *-/5- which would match the situation in Germanic where, accord- 
ing to Rasmussen's analysis (1990: 429f.), the missing Verschärfung in Goth. awö 
‘grandmother’ is due to dissimilatory loss of the second *-h2- of the protoform 
*hoauhzahz-. 

The internal Greek *-io-derivative of untpwg is untpwiog/untp@og < *-ouio- 
which would incidentally be the regular continuation of *-o-h;uh;-io-. As men- 
tioned above, the only Homeric attestation, untpwiov ... uéya dwua (Od. 19.410), 
refers to the house of Odysseus maternal grandfather. Similarly, z&rpoc is 
matched by narpwiog (Il.+)/natp@og ‘belonging to the paternal clan, ancestral, 
richly attested from the oldest period with eight occurrences in the Iliad, 16 in 
the Odyssey. 


215 This chronological point is relevant for the vocalization of the compound. 
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Taking the age of the actual attestations at face value, there is no reason to 
follow Risch (1974: 160) in his statement that the apparently earlier ur[rpoc would 
be“... dem ererbten matpwe (Stesich.+) nachgebildet”?!% On the contrary, untpws 
seems to be a true archaism, while the formation of natpwg would in most cases 
be semantically redundant since there is generally no reason to stress the feature 
of male ancestry as opposed to ancestry in general, i.e., the unmarked meaning 
‘grandfather’ would be ‘paternal grandfather. On the other hand, the abundant 
attestations of the derivative matpwioc make good sense in the meaning of an 
adjective related to the fathers or ancestors. 

While the derivative untpwiog based on the word for ‘mother’ refers to a spe- 
cific possession on the mother’s side (e.g., ueya ö@ua), its opposite, the well-at- 
tested adjective matpwioc is more essential, covering the whole line of paternal 
ancestors. This point was already made by Wackernagel (1953 [1919]: 49-54), 
and Benveniste (1969: 273f.) has further specified the subtle difference between 
ná&Tpioc and matpwioc: the inherited z&rpio; means ‘paternal’ and hence ‘ances- 
tral’ in general, while natpwiog is more individual. It denotes belongings and cus- 
toms of ones father(s) that are by nature most often inherited from the paternal 
ancestry. 

Since untpws refers to the mother's brother, while untpwiog in the oldest texts 
indicates the mother's father, and matpwioc, exactly like *phztrio- (1.1), is found 
in the meaning ‘ancestral, *h,auh2s (^ *hzauhzos) in this context must be inter- 
preted in the broader sense of ‘ancestor; not necessarily ‘grandfather. As we have 
already seen, untpwg is attested earlier than matpwe, and possibly natpwg is even 
coined after ufrpo rather than the other way around. One might say that untpws 
in Greek plays a similar role as avus maternus (cf. 2.1) in Latin, explicitly stress- 
ing the maternal connection, whereas there would be no need for a specification 
of the ‘grandfather’ word when the paternal line was involved. However, the old 
simplex *h;auh;os became extinct in Greek?” and was subsequently replaced by 
the less precise matpwe 'agnate, older male relative on the father's side’ beside the 
nursery word dro ‘grandfather (Att.-Ion.). 

As old determinative compounds with a root noun as their final member, the 
formation of Gk. ur[rpoc and nätpwg goes relatively far back in time. However, 
the precise formations are exclusively Greek, and with the introduction of -o- as a 


216 Similarly, Rau (2011: 23): “*mätr-ou/mätr-u-, which is obviously modelled on “*phztrou/ 
photy-y-”. 
217 Possibly because of an inconvenient partial merger with the paradigm of *h;ausos-. 
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connecting vowel the immediate protoforms should not automatically be project- 
ed directly back into the proto-language. 

What must be of Proto-Indo-European age, on the other hand, are the un- 
derlying compounds without this vowel, *mahstr-h;uh;- ‘maternal ancestor’ and 
*phatr-hzuhz- ‘paternal ancestor respectively. While not directly attested, their ex- 
istence is proved by the secondary derivatives in *-i(i)o-, supporting the idea that 
untpws and z&rpoc do indeed contain the word for ‘ancestor, grandfather, and 
moreover that this basic stem is correctly analysed by Kloekhorst (2008: 352f.) as 
a root noun (cf. 2.1). In Core Indo-European, only the thematic *h,auhzos exists 
as a simplex, but relics of the original consonant stem survives in apparent deriv- 
atives with an otherwise obscure suffix *-u(i)io/ah;-". 

From the word for ‘mother’ such a derivative is most clearly continued in 
Gk. untpvin, Arm. mawru, both ‘stepmother, from *matr-huh;-i(i)ah;- where 
*-rh;uh;- regularly metathesized to *-ruhi(h2)-.?!$ The remarkable semantic spe- 
cialization shared by Greek and Armenian needs a comment. How can a word 
with the expected meaning 'belonging to the maternal ancestor/ancestry' come to 
mean ‘stepmother’? The simplest explanation is probably connected with the idea 
of fosterage. If, as expounded under 3.1.2, it was a common practice for young 
boys to be taken into fosterage by the family of their mothers due to the special 
role of their mothers’ brothers, the aunt = mother's brothers wife would auto- 
matically get the role of foster-mother or stepmother to such a boy. Formally, 
a masculine derivative *mahztr-hzuhz-i(i)o- would denote the one pertaining to 
the maternal ancestor, i.e., the maternal uncle, and the corresponding feminine 
*mahstr-h;uh;-i(i)ah;- would then be ‘the one belonging to the maternal uncle; 
i.e., his wife or, in other words, the aunt of the fosterling. 

Another possible scenario is that of sororate marriages, the custom that a man 
would marry a sister of his first wife if she died, leaving him with young chil- 
dren. An institution of this kind would maintain the connection between the two 
families, and in such cases, the mother's sister - the one with maternal ancestry 
- would be identical with the stepmother.?!? At any rate, the semantic shift needs 
not go further back than the common pre-stage of Greek and Armenian, if such 
a stage ever existed, and it is worth noticing that the same two languages also 


5 


share the formal feature of a feminine suffix variant "*-ui(j)ah;-" in opposition to 


218 See Rasmussen (1989: 75-104) on the rules determining the vocalization of the sequence 
“eRulruH”. 
219 Cf. also 5.5 on levirate marriages. The two customs are not mutually exclusive. 
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the chaotic picture seen in other languages with the corresponding derivatives of 
‘father, to which we shall now turn. 

A precise reconstruction of a derivative referring to older members of the 
paternal kin, in particular ‘father’s brother) is exceptionally difficult. Gk. matpuid¢ 
‘stepfather’ is probably coined after the older uņtpvi, -á (Il.+) ‘stepmother’ and 
thus irrelevant, so we may instead turn to Skt. pitrvyá- (Br.+), YAv. tüiriia- ‘father’s 
brother. Here we may observe that the expected laryngeal metathesis *-r-hauhz- > 
*-r-uh2(h2)-, seen in Gk. untpvin and Arm. mawru, is not to be found, while the 
Avestan form appears to show early simplification of the initial cluster to t-, even 
though this cluster would not be particularly heavy if it corresponded to that of 
pitrvyá- with vocalic *-r-. According to Hoffmann & Forssman (1996: 52), Av. 
-üiiria-corresponds to Skt. -rvya- (*-rui- > *-arui- > *-auri- > "-ü/ri-) despite the 
lack of corroborative examples except for the parallel and hence undiagnostic 
YAv. +bratiiriia-, matching AV bhrátrvya- ‘brother’s sot 229 

A similar background may be assumed for the Germanic n-stem *fadurwjan- 
> OEng. federa, OHG fatureo ‘father’s brother;??! and yet another variant is found 
in Lat. patruus (Plaut) id.??? 

If Szemerényi's hypothesis of a connection between this whole word family 
and the ‘grandfather’ word is correct, we have to look at the expected develop- 
ment of an *-io-derivative of the basic compound which would be something like 
*phatrhzuhzio- > *phztruh2(h2)io- with the same regular metathesis *-rh;uh;- > 
*-ruhz(h>)- as Gk. untpvin, Arm. mawru. In case this was indeed the original 
form, it is not so surprising that the protoform underlying YAv. tüiriia- with an 
initial cluster of four consonants and end stress could undergo simplification to 
t-. Apart from this, the derivative in Indo-Iranian and Germanic was apparently 
influenced by the simplex *phzter-, avoiding the metathesis *-rh;uh;- > "-ruh;h;- 
by analogy, and we would have a normalized form *phztrhzuhzio- > -uio- with the 
application of Sievers' Law. Lat. patruus seems to have preserved the vocalization 
-ru- of the original sequence, unless Rau is correct in assuming a vrddhi deriva- 
tive (note 222). 


220 Cf. IV 1.9 on the erroneous Pahlavi translation cahärom pus/duxt ‘fourth son/daughter’, 
due to a confusion between the synonymous YA. tüiriia- ‘paternal uncle and ‘fourth. 

221 Kroonen (2013: 122). In addition, MHG vetere with the broader meaning ‘father’s broth- 
er, brother's son, male cousin, NHG Vetter ‘male cousin. Cf. also VI 1.2. 

222 Detailed discussions of all these forms are found in Schmidt (1973: 72-83) and Rau (2011: 
14-22). According to Rau, Lat. patruus is a vrddhi derivative functionally corresponding 
to the *-i(7)o- adjective of Indo-Iranian and Germanic. 
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However, with these relatively transparent formations we have only scratched 
the surface of the problem. Some scholars are favourable to the idea that the Slavic 
and perhaps also Baltic terms for ‘paternal uncle’ are etymologically related 223 

Thus, a development *pt- > st- might account for the initial consonantism of 
Serb.CS, ORuss. stroi ‘uncle; Russ. stroj ‘father’s brother; cripple, beggar, Pol. stryj 
‘uncle’ SCr. stric ‘uncle, father's brother’?4 In case this theory is correct, only the 
compound scenario offers a complete explanation: *phstr-h;uh;-(i)io- > *phatr- 
uhz(h2)-i(i)o- > *struio- > *struio- would simply be the regular form. In Indo-Ira- 
nian, Germanic and Latin, on the other hand, the stem of the derivative would 
have been remodelled after the word for father’. 

Against a connection between stroi etc. and the other IE words for ‘father’s 
brother’ it has been objected that the comparable and presumably related Lith. 
strüjus has a divergent meaning, ‘grandfather, old man. 225 and according to Buiv- 
ydiené (1986),?5 there is no evidence for a meaning ‘uncle’ in Lithuanian as hith- 
erto assumed. As a consequence of the semantic divergence between the Slavic 
and Baltic forms, the words in question are considered to be inherited in both 
branches, but rather than a derivative of the ‘father’ word it has been assumed that 
we are dealing with a cognate of Oir. sruith ‘old, venerable, OW strutui ‘old mar. 

Now, the meaning is still ‘father’s brother’ in Slavic, and it might be argued that 
a semantic development ‘father’s brother’ ^ ‘old mar’ is more likely that the other 
way around. A comparable case is Swedish farbror ‘father’s brother, frequently 
used as a general form of address to older men. It is, however, equally possible 
that the original meaning of the adjective ‘pertaining to the paternal grandfather/ 
ancestor, whence ‘old, venerable, was preserved in Proto-Balto-Slavic, and that 
the more specialized meaning ‘paternal uncle’ in Slavic is due to a semantic devel- 
opment parallel to that of Indo-Iranian, Latin and Germanic. 

The immediate protoform of the Celtic forms?’ is *stru-ti-, and since our Bal- 
to-Slavic words for 'father's brother; old man' are the most evident comparanda, 
formally as well as semantically, it may be possible to include the Celtic derivative 
in the general picture. If we assume that the initial cluster *phztr- was simplified 
to "str-, as in Balto-Slavic (and perhaps even by the time of the Indo-European 
proto-language), and if further the archaic adjective *ph;tr-h;uh;-i()o- > *phatr- 
uhx(hz)-i(i)o- > *stru-io- was preserved into Proto-Celtic, the pseudo-root *stru- 


223 Cf. NIL (556) with references. 

224 Rejected by Derksen (2008: 470), following Kortlandt (1982). 

225 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 926), Derksen (2015: 432). 

226 Cf. also ALEW (982f.). 

227 LÉIA (S-189), de Bernardo Stempel (1999: 293), Matasovié (2009: 357f.). 
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might have been used as the derivational basis of a ti-stem "stru-ti- ‘old age, ven- 
eration, finally adjectivized in the meaning ‘old, venerable 279 

As we have seen, Gk. atpwe is less significant. It is comparatively late, limited 
to one branch, covering various members of the paternal line, and most impor- 
tantly, probably modelled on pytpwe. 

The adjective *phatr-h;uh;-i(i)o- (> *struio-) with the expected meaning ‘be- 
longing to the paternal grandfather/ancestor' is quite another matter. As an adjec- 
tive it must at least go back Core Indo-European, later substantivized and lexical- 
ized in Indo-Iranian, Germanic and Latin in the meaning ‘father’s brother’ with 
individual formal adaptations to the word for ‘father. A more archaic variant, 
formally as well as semantically, may have survived in Balto-Slavic and Celtic. 

A special derivative from a cognate stem is Gk. Azatovpia ‘the Apatouria fes- 
tival, an “[o]ld celebration of the Ionians, on the occasion of which new members 
were accepted to the phratries”. The term was analysed by Kretschmer as consist- 
ing of the copulative &- + the o-grade of zar1jp,??? and the assumed protoform 
*&rratopfog was compared with Skt. pitrvya-, Lat. patruus. If this is so, we would 
be dealing with a hybrid between a compositional *sm-pli;tor- "having the same 
father’ and the same stem as Skt. pitrvya-. However, it is also possible that *-pato- 
ruio- has exactly the same background as Skt. pitrvya- in which case -or- would 
be a dialectal (Arcado-Cyprian/Aeolic) development of *-7-.?*? In any case, the 
expected meaning would be approximately ‘having the same paternal ancestor’, 
which is exactly what characterizes a brotherhood, a pprjrpn, if its members are 
united in the same clan by a common ancestor. 

If we accept the suggested simplification of the initial consonant cluster in 
both Balto-Slavic and Celtic the semantic impact of this addition to the word 
family has to be reconsidered. The meaning of the basic adjective in these branch- 
es still appears to be the literal ‘pertaining to the paternal grandfather’ (> ‘ven- 
erable, old’), and the semantics of Russ. stroj ‘father’s brother, etc., would be an 
independent, if natural specialization (‘the one pertaining to the paternal grand- 
father; i.e., ‘the paternal uncle). At the very least, the Celtic evidence, if this is 
indeed related, points to a broader meaning, and it makes good sense that the two 
branches, Balto-Slavic and Celtic, where the meaning ‘father’s brother’ is either 


228 Usually ti-stems are verbal abstacts, but there are exceptions such as Oir. flaith ‘ruler’, 
táid ‘thief’, cf. de Bernardo Stempel (1999: 285). 

229 Beekes (2010a: 114). Cf. also GEW (I 119). 

230 Cf Schwyzer (1968 [1939]: 344), Beekes (1976b: 56). 
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not established at all or only partly, are exactly the branches where the regular 
phonetic development remains undisturbed by analogical influence from ‘father. 

Moreover, it should be noted that Skt. pitrvya- is unattested in the oldest lan- 
guage, and overall, the need for a special designation for ‘father’s brother’ would 
originally have been limited in a society of the Proto-Indo-European type. So 
perhaps Beekes (1976b: 57) was right to assume that “PIE had no word for ‘FaBr’. 
This is not an annoying fact. On the contrary, we would expect that in the PIE 
kinship terminology FaBr was simply a ‘father’ and that there was no special word 
for him”. 

Cf. also 3.5 on OEng. suhtri(3)a, suhter3a ‘nephew, cousin. 


3.1.2 Mothers brother 
It may be difficult to point out a single lexeme as the Proto-Indo-European word 
for ‘mother’s brother’?! but still there can be no doubt that exactly this type of 
relation played an important role in Indo-European society. Ethnographic ac- 
counts and myths from early Indo-European traditions frequently refer to the 
intimate connections between young boys and their mother’s brother??? and it 
is often stressed that in contrast to a boy's real father, the maternal uncle had 
no institutionalized authority and was therefore permitted a more unrestrained 
bonding with his sisters' sons than with his own. This was especially accentuated 
through the custom of fosterage. Correspondingly, the mother's brother would 
often have a special place of honour in the family. The pattern is seen in many 
Indo-European cultures from antiquity to modern times where it has been par- 
ticularly vigorous among the Slavonic peoples, cf. the extensive material collected 
by Bremmer (1976). 

A much-quoted example is Tacitus description of the Germanic tradition 
(Germania 20.5): 


Sororum filiis idem apud auunculum qui ad patrem honor; quidam sanctio- 
rem artioremque hunc nexum sanguinis arbitrantur et in accipiendis obsidi- 
bus magis exigent tanquam et animum firmius et domum latius tenant 

Sisters’ sons are held in as much esteem by their uncles as by their fathers; in- 
deed, some regard the relation as even more sacred and binding than a blood 
relation, and prefer it in receiving hostages, thinking thus to secure a stronger 
hold on the affections and a wider bond for the family. 


231 Szemerényi (1977: 53-55), Mallory & Adams (1997: 609f. and 208 and 2006: 214). 
232 Cf. Benveniste (1969: 230f.). 
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Other well-known examples are the close relation between the Irish hero Cá Chu- 
lainn and his maternal uncle Conchobar who hands over his own weapons to the 
seven-year-old boy, and the scene from the Iliad (16.715-19) where Apollo appears 
to Hector in the shape of his mother's brother: 


TAT &pa oi gpovéovri mapiotato DoiBoc AnóAAov. 

&vépi eiaáuevoc aito TE xparepá re, 

Aoiw, öç untpws rjv “Extopos iInnodduoıo, 

abrokaotyvmroc Eraßns, vioc dé Aóuavro 

And while he pondered thus there drew nigh to him Phoebus Apollo in the 
likeness of a young man and a strong, even of Asius, that was uncle [mother's 
brother] to horse-taming Hector, and own brother to Hecabe, but son of Dymas. 


Bremmer (1976: 70) also quotes a passage from the ancient Irish law, Senchus 
Mor according to which "the kinship of the mother or the kinship of fosterage: it 
happens that they are one and the same”. 

The linguistic evidence for the relation between nephew and mother’s brother 
does not permit us to reconstruct one specific word for the proto-language, but 
the European branches - Italic, Celtic, Germanic and Balto-Slavic - agree on a 
linguistic connection with "/auhz(o)- ‘grandfather, ancestor. Szemerényi's claim 
(1977: 54f.) that “*awos can denote both the grandfather and the uncle" goes too 
far, however: in the meaning ‘maternal uncle’ we never find the simple thematic 
stem, but always a derivative or compound based on this stem, so the grandfather 
and the uncle are merely connected, not identified with each other. 29? 

The following variations of the same idea are found in: 


^ A jo-derivative *hzauhzio- ‘pertaining to the grandfather, the basis of OPr. 
awis ‘uncle, OCS uje ‘uncle on the mother’s side (cf. Derksen 2008: 507f.). 
> Lith. avynas ‘uncle on the mother’s side’ (Fraenkel 1962-65: I 28, Derksen 
2015: 74, ALEW I 77f.), which may be described by the transposit *h2auhzi- 
hsn(h2)-o-, apparently a thematicized Hoffmann-compound ‘belonging 
to the collective of (maternal) ancestors, though the formation may have 
been secondarily modeled on similar derivatives of other kinship terms, in 


233 There are no purely linguistic indications to suggest that the boys in question would be 
the younger sons/non-heirs, but one would tend to assume that this was generally the 
case if the oldest son would be destined to take over the household after his father, or 
alternatively the second son if the oldest, at least originally, would be expected to leave 
the family in order to take new land. 
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particular *phztri-h3n(h2)-o- (cf. EXCURSUS i). 

» Lat. avunculus ‘mother’s brother’ which, as argued by Nielsen Whitehead 
(V * 7), seems to be derived from an n-stem *auon- with the meaning 'un- 
cle’ in Italo-Celtic. The diminutive suffix corresponds to that of homuncu- 
lus from homo, and the original meaning of *auon- may have been some- 
thing like ‘a grandfatherly one, someone associated with the grandfather’ 
with individualizing n-suffix, like homo ‘a terrestrial one 293 

> W ewythr, Bret. eontr, OCorn. euitor ‘maternal uncle for which the Brit- 
ish Celtic protoform is reconstructed as *auontir- (« *-ter), *auintro- or 
*auontrio- vel sim. by Schrijver (1995: 360).??° Thus, we would be dealing 
with a basic n-stem like the one underlying Lat. avunculus extended by 
either the “kinship term suffix" in its pure form or a secondary derivative. 

» The West Germanic forms represented by OHG oheim, OEng. éam, going 
back to an original compound *awa-haima-, most likely from a bahuvrihi 
*h;auhz0-koimo- ‘belonging to the home of the (maternal) grandfather’ 
(cf. Kluge 598), a further corroboration of the understanding of *hzayh20- 
as the grandfather on both sides (cf. 2.1). 


Old Irish also has a specific word for ‘mother’s brother, amnair (only nom.sg.)?*5 
for which McCone (1992 [1994]: 105) has convincingly suggested that -air was taken 
over from the other kinship terms ath-air ‘father, máth-air ‘mother and bráth-air 
"brother, and that amn- should be compared with British Celtic *awon-. Thus, the 
semantic motivation would be same as for the British forms, W ewythr, etc. 

A particularly interesting derivative from a different stem is Arm. keri < 
*suesrio- ‘mother’s brother, lit. probably ‘belonging to the sisterhood, collective 
of sisters’ (on the mother’s side) and thus consistent with the understanding of 
*suésor as an original collective (cf. 1.7). 

Ved. mátula- ‘mother’s brother) attested since the Brahmanas, must be derived 
from the word for ‘mother, presumably from *mätura- (EWAia II 347, WD 489) 
which looks like a hypostatic a-stem based on the genitive. 

Otherwise, we find descriptive syntagms such as Oir. bráthair máthar ‘moth- 
ers brother. 


234 Mallory & Adams (1997: 610) suggests that “Latin extends with a diminutive *-tlo- but 
actually no such diminutive suffix exists. As is also the case of Lat. homo and Goth. guma 
(‘an earthly one’ not ‘Earth’), the individualizing n-suffix excludes a thematic vowel be- 
fore the diminutive suffix. 

235 Cf. also McCone (1992 [1994]: 103f.). 

236 Cf. LEIA (A-67), de Bernardo Stempel (1999: 128), and Matasović (2009: 48). 
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3.1.3 Fathers sisters husband 

As is natural in a patrilineal, patrilocal society, there is no specific word for this 
concept as the father’s sisters would automatically be integrated in the new house- 
holds of their husbands after marriage. 


3.1.4 Mothers sisters husband 
For the same reasons as above, we find no specific word for this. 


3.2 Aunt 


As a parallel to the situation described under 'uncle, it would in principle be pos- 
sible to distinguish between the blood relations, ‘father’s sister’ (3.2.1) and ‘moth- 
ers sister’ (3.2.2); and the relatives by marriage, ‘father’s brother’s wife’ (3.2.3) 
and ‘mother’s brother's wife’ (3.2.4).?*? Of these, a typical patriarchal household 
would include the father’s unmarried sisters and the father’s brothers’ wives, while 
‘mother’s sister’ and ‘mother’s brother's wife’ would most often be outside the im- 
mediate sphere of interest, except once again in the case of a child’s fosterage in 
the mother’s family. Incidentally, the only term for ‘aunt’ that may go back to at 
least Core Indo-European specifically denotes the mother’s sister. 


3.24 Fathers sister 

It seems impossible to reconstruct a common Indo-European term for ‘father’s 
sister though the separate branches have often coined such a word, typically as 
the feminine parallel of ‘father’s brother, thus e.g. Av. tüiriia- from tüiriia- (1v - 1.9) 
and OCS stryja from stryje (cf. 3.1.1). 

This dearth of a common terminology is not surprising. From the point of 
view of the children, the father’s married sisters would be out of sight, while they 
would most likely address the still unmarried paternal aunts of the extended fam- 
ily as ‘mummy: 

Cf. also v-5.1 on Lat. amita, vı - 1.2.2 on OHG basa, as well as Hansen (2017: 
213-5) and VI-1.2.10n Gmc. *fapon-, all meaning ‘father’s sister. 


237 Buck (1988 [1949]: 113-15), Szemerényi (1977: 61£), Mallory & Adams (1997: 36f. and 
2006: 216). 
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3.2.2 Mothers sister 

The basic stem of the terms indicating the mother’s sister is generally that of 
‘mother.?38 While the archaic-looking and apparently historically identical Gk. 
umrpuir and Arm. mawru (cf. 3.1.1 and 6.1) have the aberrant meaning 'stepmoth- 
er' from "pertaining to someone with maternal ancestry, the assumed Germanic 
*modruwjon-, an n-stem extension of the same protoform, represented by the 
West Germanic forms OEng. modrige, OFris. modire, OHG muotera, muatirra 
‘mother’s sister; MLG mödder ‘aunt (on the mother’s side), is semantically more 
straightforward. Cf. also vi - 2.3. 

Lat. matertera (Plaut+) ‘mother’s sister, aunt’ must have had the approximate 
original meaning ‘someone like a mother’ with the same function of the suffix 
as Skt. (AV+) asvatará-, NP astar < *asatara- ‘mule’ (quasi-horse),??? and a sim- 
ilar reasoning seems to be the background of OW pl. modreped ‘materterae, W 
modryb ‘aunt, Bret. moerep ‘mother’s sister, generally assumed to contain *-h3k"- 
‘having the aspect of’ as a final compositional member. 229 

A specific term with the meaning ‘mother’s sister’ is restricted to the west- 
ernmost branches, Germanic and Celtic, but in the more distant past one would 
hardly expect a child to have much contact with his mother’s sisters unless he was 
fostered in his mother’s old household as a protégé of his maternal uncle, or if his 
father and father’s brother had married two sisters, a custom for which there may 
be some evidence, cf. 4.6.5. 


3.2.3 Fathers brothers wife 

Like the father's unmarried sisters, a child in a conservative patriarchal household 
would be in daily contact with the wives of his father's brothers, and correspond- 
ingly he would probably address these women as ‘mummy. Thus, it is quite as 
expected that we find no specific term for this class of family members. 


3.2.4 Mother’ brother wife 
A specific word for ‘mother’s brother's wife’ is found in Lith. ava, which must be a 
hypocoristic based on avynas ‘mother’s brother’ (3.1.2).*! 


238 Szemerényi (1977: 61f.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 36 and 2006: 216f.), NIL 457-61. 

239 Cf. WD 603. 

240 LEIA M-25, Matasovic (2009: 260), Schrijver (1995: 197 and 213): Proto-Celtic 
*matrVk"-. 

241 Fraenkel (1962-65: 1 28), ALEW 1: 77f. 
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3.3 Male cousin 


The category of cousins??? may be subdivided into parallel cousins, i.e., ‘father’s 
brother’s child’ or ‘mother’s sister’s child’ and cross cousins, i.e., ‘father’s sister’s 
child’ or ‘mother’s brother’s child’, but the reconstructable Indo-European vocab- 
ulary has no words to describe these concepts, neither the wider term nor any 
of the sub-categories. As noted by Mallory & Adams (l.c.), this in itself is quite a 
weighty argument against the theory of cross-cousin marriage. 

Instead, one would simply call a male cousin, in particular the son of one's 
father, ‘brother’ (1.6). In some cases, it may be specified whether we are dealing 
with a ‘real’ brother as opposed to a (paternal) cousin, as in Oir. derbbrathair 
‘true brother or Lat. (fräter) germanus > Span. hermano ‘brother’ (cf. v - 5a and 
EXCURSUS I). 

When a distinction is made between different types of cousins, at least the Old 
Norse tradition has a more specific terminology for parallel cousins, distinguish- 
ing between broörungr ‘father’s brother's son’ and systrungr ‘mother’s sister's son, 
while the cross cousins go under the common designation of systkinabarn. 

As discussed in detail in v - 5.6, the situation in Latin is somewhat more compli- 
cated, but at least the ‘father’s brother's son’ has a specific designation, frater patruelis 
(Naev-4-)?*? where the suffix -élis is assumed to derive from *-ilis (Leumann 1977: 54 
and 350).?** In a wider perspective, this *-(wili- without apparent comparanda in 
other Indo-European languages can perhaps be explained by a compound, as if *-u-i- 
hal-i- with -i- as compositional vowel, from the synchronic o-stem patruus ‘father’s 
brother, i.e., 'nourished/brought up by father’s brother, cf. alo ‘nourish, support 
(LIV? 262: “*hzel- 'nähren, aufziehen”). According to Leumann (1977: 350f.), the 
suffixes -alis, -elis, -ilis, -ulis are used “meist zur Bezeichnung der Zugehörigkeit”, 
and often the derivational basis denotes persons or groups of persons, e.g., servilis, 
virilis, puerilis, gentilis, civilis, so that, e.g., servilis could be interpreted as 'nourished/ 
brought up by slaves, gentilis as “brought up in/by the patriclan: The frequent use of 
-ilis with basic o-stems such as servus = servilis is perfectly regular if we are dealing 
with corresponding compositional i-stems.?^* A small group of suggestive, poten- 
tially parallel, external examples could be Gk. tyAixoc ‘of such an age, myXixoc ‘of 


242 Buck (1988 [1949]: 117-19), Szemerényi (1977: 63), Mallory & Adams (1997: 133f.). 

243 Cf. also the late fratruélis ‘cousin, a contamination between frater and patruelis (Wack- 
ernagel 1953 [1916]: 5). 

244 *-ii- > -ié- and *-ui- > -ue- by dissimilation. 

245 Leumanns explanation (l.c.) of -ilis from o-stems as based on the -i of the genitive is 
implausible as -/i- is not otherwise known as a suffix with hypostatic formations. 
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what age, how great, and pl. 6unAixec ‘of the same age, which, in consideration of 
the semantically identical Lat. aequales ‘persons of the same age; make good sense 
as *ta-h;l-i-k-, *kva-h;l-i-k-, etc. 

In Latin, however, the alleged distinction between parallel cousins and cross 
cousins is not as clear as suggested by Beekes (1976b: 49). The term consobrini 
(Pl+) is not exclusively ‘cousins whose mothers are sisters, lit. ‘from the same sis- 
terhood, collective of sisters, as the etymology would suggest (cf. EXCURSUS II), 
but also maternal cross cousins, ‘mother’s brother's sons. Both amitinus ‘father’s 
sister's son’ from amita ‘father’s sister’ (cf. v - 5.1) with the same suffix as conso- 
brinus, and matruélis ‘mother’s brother's son, created after patruelis, are secondary 
formations. 

For Ved. bhrátrvya- (AV+) ‘brother’s son, rival, YAv. +bratiiriia- ‘brother's 
son;?^6 Wackernagel (1916) has argued that the original meaning must have been 
‘father’s brothers son, cousin. This makes good sense since uncle and nephew 
would not normally be competitors, and the alternative meaning ‘rival’ is most 
naturally derived from ‘cousin. We have already seen that the double meaning 
‘nephew’ and Cousin is fairly widespread (cf. 2.4 on *nepöts), and the sense of 
‘brother’s son’ is secured for Indo-Iranian. With an original meaning ‘pertain- 
ing to a fraternal ancestor, having fraternal ancestry, a semantic development to 
"brother's son’ is understandable. No doubt the pattern of bhrätrvya-, +bratiiriia- 
is the predecessor of pitrvya- ‘having the ancestry of the paternal clan’ ^ ‘father’s 
brother. 

The specialized meaning ‘cousin on the father's side’ > ‘rival, which must have 
arisen before the semantic development to ‘brother’s son; is highly interesting as 
a revelation of how the relation between paternal cousins must often have been. 
While ‘brotherhoods, also between cousins, usually implied a strong bonding, 
especially in a military context, it should also be acknowledged that with only 
one heir to the family fortune, rivalry between the sons of the heir and the other 
‘brothers’ must have been common.?^ Already in the Rigveda, the meaning ‘rival’ 
is attested in the privative abhrätrvya- (RV 8.21.13; Indra): 


abhrätrvyö ana tvám ánàir indra jantisa sanád asi 
You are without rival, but by the same token, without friend, Indra, by birth and 
from of old. 


246 Cf. IV * 1.11. 
247 Wackernagel l.c. gives several parallels, e.g. Ethiopian ("Abyssinian") where the word for 
‘father’s brother's sor’ is often used in the meaning ‘enemy’. 
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A Germanic word must be mentioned in this connection, namely ON systlingr, 
which usually means ‘father’s sister’s son. In addition to this meaning, however, 
the touching Runic inscription on the Alum Stone (by Viborg, Denmark) seem- 
ingly adduces another: 


burui : uikuts : kung : lit : risa : stin : bansi : eftir : purbiurn : sun: sibu : 
sustlik : sin : is : hun : hukpi : b(e)tr : pan : suasum : suni: 

borvi, Vigots kona, let resa sten bannsi «ftir Pörbiorn, sun Sibbu, systling 
sinn, es hon hugói beetr ban svasum syni. 

byrve, Végautr’s wife, had this stone raised in memory of Pörbjorn, son of Sibbe, 
her sister's son (?), whom she cared more for than her own son/than a dear son. 


The favourable comparison of borbjorn, byrves “systling’, with her own son as 
the object of her affection puts him in the younger generation, and an interpre- 
tation ‘sister’s son’ seems more likely than ‘father’s sister's son, cousin’ here. If we 
accept this double meaning of ‘father’s sister’s sor’ and ‘sister’s son, systlingr would 
be semantically comparable to Ved. bhrátrvyá-, only relating to sisters instead of 
brothers.?* 

A handful of other Germanic words for ‘cousin’ - Gothic gadiligs, translating 
Gk. &veyióc ‘cousin’ (Col.4.10), as well as OEng. gedeling ‘comrade’ and OS, OHG 
gatiling ‘relative’ - are derived from the root "ged^- ‘join, stressing the intimate 
connection between cousins.?* 

Later creations in the individual languages are mostly synchronically transpar- 
ent derivatives, compounds or genitival syntagms, e.g., Skt. pitr-svasriya- ‘father’s 
sisters daughter, OHG feterin son ‘father’s brother's son, Oir. macc bráthar athar 
‘father’s brother's son, SCr. brat od strica ‘paternal cousin, lit. ‘brother from the 
father’s brother’ vs. brat od ujaka ‘maternal cousin, lit. “brother from the mother’s 
brother, Lith. pusbrolis, lit. ‘half-brother: 

Cf. also 1.7 on Germ. *swezrja- ‘mother’s sister's son, 2.4 on *népots grandson 
in the meaning ‘cousin’ and 3.1.1 on MHG vetere.?5° 


248 I would like to thank Michael Lerche Nielsen for the reference to the Alum stone. 

249 IEW 423f., Lehmann (1986: 136). 

250 The Avestan Videvdät 12 has a list of specialized terms for cousins and cousins’ children 
with tüiriia- ‘father’s brother’ as first compositional member: tüiriia-pu9ra- ‘paternal 
uncle’s son, tüiriia-duyóar- ‘paternal uncles daughter, tüiriia-pu9ra-pu9ra- ‘son of pa- 
ternal uncles son, tüiriia-duyóar-duyóar- ‘daughter of paternal uncles daughter, but, 
interestingly, not ‘daughter of paternal uncle’s sor’ or ‘son of paternal uncles daughter’. 
This would mirror a system distinguishing sharply between parallel and cross cousin 
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3.4 Female cousin 


In most cases, specific terms for female cousin are either compounds/genitival 
syntagms of the type OHG feterin tochter ‘father’s brother’s daughter’ or derived 
from the corresponding masculines, e.g., YAv. bratuiriia- ‘brothers daughter’ 
modelled after the corresponding masculine bratüiriia-. 


3.5 Nephew 


In principle, we may distinguish between two subtypes of nephews, ‘brother's son’ 
and ‘sister’s son, but it is hardly possible to establish one or more specific terms 
going back to the proto-language.?*! In general, it should be noted that concepts 
of ‘cousin’ and ‘nephew’ tend to merge, changing according to the viewpoint of 
either a member of the same generation or that of the parents. The semantic drift 
from *nepöts ‘grandson’ to ‘cousin’ and ‘nephew’ has already been treated in 2.4, 
as has Skt. bhrátrvya- ‘brother’s son’ ^ ‘father’s brother's son’ in 3.3. 

A few designations of ‘sister’s son’ deserve to be mentioned.?*? The most trans- 
parent are derived from the word for sister: 


> Ved. svasriya- (m) ‘sister’s son’ < *-ih,-io-, originally ‘belonging to the col- 
lective of sisters, cf. 1.7 

> OCS adj. sestrine ‘belonging to the sister’ (not lexicalized as 'sister's sor’), 
formally identical with Lat. sobrinus (and hence also consobrinus, cf. 3.3, 
EXCURSUS II and V- 6) < *s(u)esri-h3n(hz)-o- ‘belonging to the community 
of sisters’ 

> Lith. seserénas ‘sister’s son, nephew’ with suffix *-e-hıno- like, e.g., Latv. 
vilcéns ‘wolf cub’ (cf. Rasmussen 1990/91: 129f.) 


For Germanic, a term for ‘brother’s son, *suhturwjan-, is continued in OEng. 
suhter[i]ga, suhtriga (both with suffix *-iko-), suhtri ‘brother’s son, nephew and 
‘father’s brothers son’ (Bosworth & Toller 1973 [1898]: 932f cf. also vi - 1.2). 
Schmidt (1973: 80-82) has suggested a protoform including the same elements as 
Av. huptar- (only acc.pl.fem. hufadris) ‘noble; lit. ‘with a good father, cf. also Gk. 


relationship. Cf. IV - 2 on the hierarchy of relatives in Zoroastrianism. 
251 Buck (1988 [1949]: 115f.), Szemerényi (1977: 62f.), Mallory (1997: 392f. and 2006: 216). 
252 Cf. 2.4 on the special relation ‘mother’s brother’ : ‘sister’s son: 
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EÜT&TWP, implying a development *-ptr- > -ktr-. More precisely, *hisu-phstruio- 
with a stem formation comparable to Skt. pitrvya- would have the expected 
meaning ‘having a good/noble paternal ancestry* 

Kroonen (2013: 490) finds this solution “less attractive" than a derivation from 
a root *suek- which is also assumed to be found in Arm. ustr ‘son, allegedly < *suk- 
tor-, and in the word family of *suekuro- ‘father-in-law, etc. However, ustr instead 
of ordi, the usual word for ‘son, is hardly an old formation: it is almost only found 
in close connection with dustr ‘daughter’, which is the most likely model (cf. note 
67). Moreover, neither ‘brother’s son’ nor ‘father’s brother's sor’ is closely seman- 
tically related to in-laws, so one would tend to prefer Schmidt 's explanation. A 
compound OEng. suhter-fedran, -gefeedran has the meaning ‘uncle and nephew, 
lit. father's brother's son (paternal cousin) and (his) father (paternal uncle): 


3.6 Niece 


Apparently the proto-language had no specific word for ‘niece, but similar to the 
relation between ‘grandson and ‘nephew, the word for granddaughter, *neptíh;- 
(2.5), tends to be used in this extended meaning as well, the granddaughters of 
a household being identical with the nieces from the viewpoint of the middle 
generation.?°? 


4 In-laws 


One of the traditional main arguments in favour of an Indo-European patriline- 
ar and patrilocal family structure is the vocabulary pertaining to in-laws. While 
terms used by men to denote relatives of their wives tend to be lacking in preci- 
sion, those used by women for members of their husband’s household include a 
number of very specific terms, pointing to a society where the young wife was 
assimilated into a new extended family, including her father- and mother-in-law, 
the brothers of her husband with their wives and children, and the still unmarried 
daughters of the family. 

Where the kinship terminology used by the women is typically precise and 
synchronically opaque, that of the men is most often unspecific and either derived 
from a root meaning ‘bind’ or ‘tie together’ as an indication of the importance of 


253 Buck (1988 [1949]: 115f.), Mallory (1997: 393 and 2006: 213). 
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political alliances through marriage or, as we shall see, derivatives or compounds 
containing the reflexive stem *sue- '(ones) own, separate. In the following, it will 
therefore be necessary to distinguish between the lexicon of the women on the 
one hand and that of the men on the other. 


41 The parents-in-law 


An Indo-European interrelated word family covering the principal in-laws, the 
father-in-law, mother-in-law and brother-in-law, is widely attested and formally 
secured. However, the derivational process and precise semantics of these terms 
still need some clarification. In particular, we will have to deal with the question 
whether ‘father-in-law’ and ‘mother-in-law’ were general terms or originally re- 
stricted to either the household of the husband or that of the wife. 


A3 Mother-in-law 


The common Indo-European word for ‘mother-in-law’ has a wide distribution 
where the original form *syekrühzs?5* belongs to the morphologically rare type 
of *-uh,-stems, more precisely the variant parallel to the vrkih-stems including 
the individualizing/singulative final *-s. The original stem formation is preserved 
in Ved. svasrü- (distant assimilation s - § > $ - $), NP yusrii,?55 Lat. socrus (gen. 
-üs),?56 W chwegr,?5” OCS svekry?*? and West Germanic forms such as OEng. swe- 
ger and OHG swigar, swigur,?^? while Goth. swaihrö is the result of a remodeling 
*-uh;- > (*-àn- >) -ón-. 


254 Buck (1988: 122-127), IEW (1043), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662), Szemerényi (1977: 
63-66), Mallory (1997: 386f. and 2006: 210), NIL (672-75). 

255 EWAia (II 675f.). 

256 Ernout & Meillet (631), WH (II 550f.), de Vaan (2008: 569). The short -ü- of socrüs may 
either be explained by iambic shortening (cf. Leumann 1977: 284) or, as suggested by 
Schrijver (1991: 259), as a side effect of the original vrkih-inflection with prevocalic loss 
of the laryngeal in case forms like the gen. and dat.sg. 

257 Matasović (2009: 362). 

258 Derksen (2008: 475). 

259 Kroonen (2013: 498); cf. also Bammesberger (1990: 179). 
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Another option in the individual branches has been a secondary feminine 
*suekurah;- based on the masculine *suékuros (see 4.3), thus Gk. ékupá, -7,25° 
Arm. skesur (with distant assimilation for *k“esur),?! Lat. (inscr.) SOCERA ‘wife's 
mother and Alb. vjehérré ‘mother-in-law’ beside vjehérr ‘father-in-law. 

Two essential problems are the precise meaning of "suekrüh;-s ‘mother-in-law’ 
and *suekuros ‘father-in-law; and the precise original relation between the two. 

Pokorny (l.c.) glosses “suekrü- ‚Mutter des Ehemannes' ... suékuro- ‚Vater 


€» 


des Ehemannes” without further comment; Buck (1988 [1949]: 124) notes in his 
commentary to ‘mother-in-law’ and ‘father-in-law’: "Orig. used only by the wife 
of her husband's father or mother, as in Vedic Sanskrit, Homeric Greek, and still 
in Slavic"; and Darms (1978: 7) is adamant that "husband's mother’ is the correct 
interpretation, and that the meaning ‘wifes mother’ whenever it occurs is due to 
later semantic extension, writing about *suékuro- ‘father-in-law’: “zwar bezeich- 
nete so in uridg. Zeit die Ehefrau den Vater ihres Mannes”, and “Doch bereits der 
einzige av. Beleg zeigt die Übertragung des Wortes auch auf den Vater der Frau”. 

A summary of the actual evidence, allowing for the biased use of the verb 
"extend" is given by Mallory & Adams (1997: 386): “The semantic contexts of 
the cognate terms can be distinguished into two groups. Those words that desig- 
nate the 'father-in-law' solely from the point of view of the wife are Baltic, Slavic, 
Greek and Armenian. The other stocks (Celtic, Latin, Germanic and Albanian) 
extend it to both the husband's and the wife's in-laws”. 

The Indo-Iranian state of affairs is notably left unmentioned in this list and 
needs some clarification. As we shall see when looking at all the evidence, it is 
doubtful whether we are really dealing with a semantic "extension" at all. Thus 
Hettrich (1985) has argued that *suekuro- and *suekrüh;- may originally have 
been used about the parents of both the husband and the wife. 

Before we venture to draw a conclusion, we will have to get an overview ofthe 
oldest evidence. 

In the Rigveda, there are only two attestations of $vasrüh. One is in the wed- 
ding hymn RV 10.85.46 in a stanza spoken by the husband: 


samrajni $vásure bhava 
samrajni svasrvam bhava 
nänändari samrajni bhava 
samrajni ádhi devfsu 


260 GEW (I 478), Beekes (2010a: 399). 
261 Martirosyan (2010: 581), Olsen (1999: 189). 
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Become sovereign queen over your father-in-law; become sovereign queen over 
your mother-in-law. Become sovereign queen over your sister-in-law, sovereign 
queen over your brothers-in-law. 


Here, the reference to the husband’s father and mother, followed by the specific 
terms for ‘husband's sister; ndndndar-, and ‘husband's brother, devár-, is beyond 
doubt. 

The other, more problematic, example is from the famous hymn of the gam- 
bler, RV 10.34.3: 


dvésti $vasrür dpa jaya runaddhi 
na nathitö vindate marditáram 


Jamison & Brereton 2014 translate this passage as follows: 
(... I have pushed away my avowed wife.) Her mother-in-law [= my mother] 
hates me; my wife pushes me away. A man in distress finds no one to pity him. 


- followed by: 
“I find no more use for a gambler than for an old nag up for sale,’ (so they say). 
Others fondle the wife of a man whose possessions the die with eyes on the prize 
has hungered for. Father, mother, brother say about him, ^We do not know him; 
lead him away bound" 


From older literature the same interpretation is defended by Renou (1967: 131): 
“« la belle-mère (de sa femme) » = sa propre mère selon l'usage habituel de svasra”. 

It does, however, appear a little rash to define the “habitual usage" in potential 
contradiction with the oldest evidence that may well have preserved an original 
state of affairs, and in this case, it seems quite unlikely that the meaning is really 
the mother of the gambler himself. Obviously, it would be quite awkward to refer 
to ones own mother as ones wifes mother-in-law, while the meaning of the gam- 
bler's actual mother-in-law would make perfect sense in the context. The gambler 
has made himself impossible to his once loving wife and pushed her away, so it 
is quite natural if her mother hates him in solidarity with her daughter who has 
fled to her for support.?9? Moreover, the members of the gambler's own kin, his 


262 Interestingly, the father-in-law is not mentioned. Could the mother-in-law be a widow, 
but still an honoured member of her late husband's household, or is the problem of a 
ludomanic husband just something to be dealt with by the women? 
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father, mother and brother are mentioned by their proper designations already 
in the following stanza. One would therefore rather follow older interpretations 
like that of MacDonell (1917: 188): “My mother-in-law hates me, my wife drives 
me away”.263 

On the meagre evidence of two examples we may thus conclude that Ved. 
svasrüh could be used of both the ‘husband’s mother’ and the ‘wifes mother’, as is 
also the case of Lat. socrus, found in the meaning ‘wife’s mother already in Enni- 
us (Trag. 357). The same goes for W chwegr and the Germanic forms, e.g., Goth. 
swaihro in Matth. 8.14: jah qimands Iesus in garda Paitraus, [jah] gasalv swaihron 
is ligandein «jah» in heitom "And when Jesus was come into Peter's house, he saw 
his wifes mother (Gk. zrev9epá) laid, and sick of a fever”. 

The exclusive meaning 'husband's mother; on the other hand, is represented by 
Hom. ékuprj, Arm. skesur and OCS svekry. In these languages the notion of ‘wife's 
mother’ is expressed by etymologically distinct words, in Greek by zrev9epá, de- 
rived from the masc. zrev9epóc (4.3), in Armenian by zok*anc* and in Old Church 
Slavonic tosta beside masc. tosto (4.3). Lithuanian also has etymologically distinct 
words for the two roles, though neither continues *suekrühzs: The usual Lithua- 
nian word for ‘husband’s mother’ is anyta, apparently based on the same nursery 
word as Lat. anus ‘old woman, etc. (Fraenkel 1962-65: I 10f., Derksen 2015: 55), 
while the wifes mother is úošvė, related to uosvis ‘father-in-law, wife's father. 

Armenian zok*anc is etymologically obscure.?%* A word for ‘mother-in-law’ 
is not the most likely candidate for a loanword, and in fact, no acceptable candi- 
date in the important donor languages has been identified. If zokcanc* is based 
on inherited elements, it has to be a compound, and in that case z- is probably 
the prefix *h.mb*i- corresponding to Skt. abhi- as brilliantly shown by Manas- 
ter-Ramer ms.; cf. also Olsen (2002). This may now lead to a tentative etymolog- 
ical suggestion: the root "sek"- follow’ preceded by the preverb *hzmb#i- is re- 
flected in the Vedic compound abhi-sác- 'escort, someone attending closely' with 
four attestations in the Rigveda to which we may add the uncompounded Gk. 
émawv < *sok"ah;- ‘companion. Combining the preverb with the Greek o-grade 
ah;-stem, a protoform "hambi-sok"ah;- would be expected to yield Arm. z-ok'a-. 
The final sequence -né* is also found in anterunc ‘without a master’ (privative 
an- + -ter- master”), for which I have suspected a compound in *-(0)-/150nk-io- 


263 Cf. also O'Flaherty (1981: 240): “My wifes mother hates me, and my wife pushes me 
away”; similarly Geldner (1951-58: 184): “Die Schwiegermutter ist (mir) feind, die Gattin 
stößt (mich) von sich" with the note “Wenn er von der zur Mutter geflüchteten Frau 
Geld haben will”. 

264 HAB (II 110). 
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(Olsen 1999: 612) ‘turned towards; i.e., ‘not turned towards a master, comparable 
with Av. hunairiianc- ‘skilful (lit. turned towards the arts’) and the series of Vedic 
adjective of the type ápafic- ‘turned away: 

In a similar way, the expected result of a transposit "Aomb^i-sok"ah;-ha(o) 
nkio/ahz-?°° would be the attested Armenian form zok“anc“ ‘someone turned to- 
wards/associated with a companion, follower Ze An interpretation along these 
lines would fit nicely into the general practice that marriages were first of all de- 
termined by the possibility to obtain useful political alliances, and that a woman's 
parents and brothers were not only valued as relatives, but quite as much as allies 
or followers. The wifes mother would thus be the one attending to the father-in- 
law in his capacity of ‘ally’ or ‘follower’ A similar line of thought may be expressed 
in British Celtic where Oir. dám ‘followers, crowd’ is etymologically identical with 
MW daw(f) ‘brother-in-law’ (4.6). 

Returning to the Indo-European state of affairs, we may observe that not only 
is the word for ‘mother-in-law, *suekrühss, morphologically remarkable, but it 
also seems to have had a prominent status in relation to its counterpart *suekuros 
‘father-in-law, at least if we are entitled to judge from the evidence of Armenian, 
Celtic, Germanic and Slavic where we find masculine forms based on the femi- 
nine (4.3).?67 As expressed by Schulze (1907: 400), “In verschiedenen Sprachen 
bewáhrt das femininum eine záhere Lebenskraft as sein mànnliches pendant”. 
The reason for this is probably the important position of the mother-in-law as the 
supreme mistress of the younger females in a traditional patriarchal household, 
as preserved in conservative Indian families to the present day. 

Considerations of this kind are clearly relevant when we have to decide 
whether the masculine in the proto-language is derived from the feminine or 
the other way around, and no doubt the preconceived idea held by some scholars 
that feminine nouns are by nature secondary needs some modification. Thus, e.g., 
Mallory & Adams (1997: 386), with no explicit formal reason, hold the opinion 
that it “seems clear that the word for ‘mother-in-law’ was derived from that of the 
‘father-in-law’ and ... that the original feminine contained a palatal stop and was 
an end-stressed u-stem”; similarly, Szemerényi (1977: 65) postulates a masculine 


265 There seems to be no clear examples showing the regular vowel contraction of *-a-o-. 

266 Cf. WD (152-157) on the semantic scope of this ‘suffix’ (“meist mit der Bedeutung „s. 
bewegend“, doch auch „s. darüber erstreckend“ ... „damit angefüllt“ ... „danach ausse- 
hend. 

267 Cf. also NP where the old fem. xusrü is used for both the mother-in-law and father-in- 
law (Mallory & Adams l.c.). 
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ü-stem as the basis of the feminine.?55 The opposite position is represented by 
Pokorny (IEW 1043) who assumes that *suekuro- is derived from *suekrühz-. 

According to Cowgill & Mayrhofer (1986: 162), following an idea by Brug- 
mann, the starting point was a masc. *suek-yer- with the same suffix as *dahsi- 
uer- ‘brother-in-law’ (4.6.1) with corresponding fem. "suekurh;-, metathesized 
to *suekruh;-. This scenario leaves the root element unexplained. More explic- 
itly, Peters (1980: 184) compares the morphological relation between *suekuro- 
and "syekruh;- from an underlying *su(e)kur- with the derivatives *deiuo- and 
*deiuih;- from *diy-. The equation between "deiuih;- and *suekriih2-, however, 
lacks in precision since *suekrül?-s with its final -s would rather correspond to 
the vrkih-type. Moreover, the idea that *suekrüh;- is the result of a metathesis and 
not the original form cannot be taken for granted, and thus the very word for 
mother-in-law, giving the name to Krisch's Schwiegermutterregel (Krisch 1996), 
lately also claimed by Clary (2017), may not be a valid example of the rule at all. 

Apart from a general idea that the initial *sue- is probably the stem of the re- 
flexive pronoun,26° the etymological background of *suekrüh;-/*suékuro- has not 
been definitely established. Linke (1985) has suggested an analysis as *sue- ‘own’ + 
*kruhz- (outside) blood; ‘own outside-blood woman; to which Mallory & Adams 
(1997: 386) have two objections: 


This ingenious explanation, which is supported by evidence from IE beliefs, 
unfortunately not only ignores the likelihood that the feminine form is de- 
rived from the masculine but also the palatal velar in the kinship term which 
is decidedly not present in *kréuh, (outside) blood. 


While the first point is certainly debatable, the second is crucial. Another, more 
promising explanation goes back to Szemerényi (l.c.) who assumes that the final 
part of the compound was the word for "head; and that *suékuro- was originally 
the head of the joint family.?”° Accepting Szemerényi's very reasonable identifica- 


268 Szemerényi' claim the “the feminine *syekrüs must, like all -à-stem feminines, be based 
on a ü-stem masculine" (in this case a hypothetical *swekurus, allegedly dissimilated to 
*swekuros), is untenable, cf. *dyg"uh2- ‘tongue. 

269 In his survey of nominal compounds with *sue-, Dunkel (2014: 759f.) does not include 
*suekrühz-/*suekuro-. 

270 Schwartz (1992: 405), who does not deal with the origin of the feminine, suggests a 
derivation from “*swe-kuHro-” (where *-kuHro- would be represented in Ved. sürd-, Av. 
süra- ‘strong, powerful), but leaves the missing lengthening of the u-vowel of *suékuro- 
unexplained. Pinault (2017a: 96) assumes a basic neuter collective *suékur, originally 
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tion ofthe root and at the same time taking the otherwise unexplained “vrkih”-in- 
flection of *sue-krüh;s at face value as an original feature, it now becomes possible 
to envisage a derivational pattern along the following lines: on the basis of a ba- 
huvrihi compound *sue-krhzu- > *sue-kruhz-2”! ‘having one’s own/separate head 
(of family)’ with accent on the first member and corresponding zero grade of the 
final member, we derive a feminine *sue-krühz-s of the “vrkih”-type with regular 
end stress and the function of a substantive of appurtenance ‘an individual who 
has her own or separate head (of family).?72 

This description fits the idea of the powerful Indo-European matron very well: 
in a patriarchal family structure, she is the only woman closely associated with the 
head of the household, whereas the husbands of the other women are only subor- 
dinate sons. As may be gleaned from formations like Lat. matrona (cf. EXCURSUS 
11), the wife of the head of a strictly hierarchic Indo-European extended family 
with her domain of authority including the women and children was certainly not 
a nobody. With her influential role in the household as the first lady, she is worthy 
of a title of honour, particularly among her daughters-in-law. 

However, she only has this status through her husband, the *déms potis, whose 
primary role is not that of a father-in-law, but rather that of head of the family in 
general, including the successors of the male lineage. The Vedic poet continually 
prays for sons, whereas the daughters-in-law of the family are only the necessary 
instruments for procreation to him. In this perspective it does not seem unnatural 
if the designation for the father-in-law specifically as father-in-law rather than as 
head of the family, *suekuros, is derived from the mother-in-law, *suekrühss. 

The remaining question, whether or not the original meaning of the pair 
*suekrüh>-/*suekuro- was restricted to the husband's parents will be discussed 
under 4.3. 


used about both parents-in-law. This preform is quite speculatively traced back to a 
compound *syé-tek-y- having/taking (others’) child as his (their) own’ (root *tek- ‘be- 
get’), which allegedly became the basis of an originally adverbial location *sué-tku-er > 
*suékuer. Quite apart from the complex morphology and ad hoc phonological develop- 
ment, this analysis, stressing the kind attitude of the groom's parents towards his bride 
described in Old Indic and Greek literature, depends on the traditional and, as we have 
seen, probably erroneous understanding of the terms for the parents-in-law as exclu- 
sively used about the husband's parents. 

271 Laryngeal metathesis according to Rasmussen’s rule (1989: 103): “Die Gruppen hy und 
hi werden nach Konsonant + Sonorant zu uh and jh metathesiert, sofern kein Vokal 
folgt”. 

272 Cf. WD (374) on vrkih-nouns derived from adjectives, e.g., yamd- ‘twin’ = yami- ‘twin 
sister’ 


1+ 4.3 Kin, clan and community in Proto-Indo-European society ` 121 


A3 Father-in-law 


The existence of an inherited and remarkably widespread Indo-European term 
for ‘father-in-law, *suékuros,?7? is secured by Ved. svásura- (RV, YAv. x”asura-;774 
Gk. éxvpóç (Il.+);75 Alb. vjehërr; Lat. socer, gen. socri (Pl+);?7° Germ. *swehura- 
> OHG suehur, OEng. sweor, OSw. sver, sveer;?”” Lith. sésuras (distant assimila- 
tion s - š > š - 3).?7? In Slavic, the protoform of RussCS svekre etc, 277 seems to 
be "suekro-, presumably founded on the corresponding fem., OCS svekry, and 
similarly W chwegrwn?*? is influenced by the fem. chwegr. In Armenian, the fa- 
ther-in-law' is even referred to as ‘mother-in-law’s husband, skesrayr from skesur 
+ ayr, if the final member of the compound is not, as suggested by Szemerényi 
(1977: 64), hayr?®! ‘father’ rather than ayr ‘man, husband; cf. German Schwieg- 
ervater after Schwieger ‘mother-in-law. When the fem. *suekruh;- was remodelled 
to *suekurà- after the masc. *suekuro-, it is true that the two would merge after the 
loss of the gender distinction in pre-Armenian, except perhaps for the inflection- 
al type,?®? so that one of the two would have to be specially characterized, but it 
is still suggestive that the object of innovation turned out to be the masculine.?5* 

The distribution of semantic variation of *suekuros among the Indo-European 
languages completes the picture of the feminine *suekrühss. All four attestations 
of svdsura- in the Rigveda refer to the wife's father-in-law, but on the other hand, 
as already noted by Delbrück (1889: 351), there is no evidence for a different word 
denoting the husbands father-in-law in the Rigveda or the Brähmanas, and inci- 
dentally ‘wife’s father’ is the usual meaning of sväsura- in the sutras. 


273 Buck (1949: 122-27), IEW (1943f.), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662f.), Mallory & Ad- 
ams (1997: 195f. and 2006: 215), NIL (672-75). 

274 EWAia (II 675f.). 

275 GEW (I 478£), Beekes (2010: 399). 

276 Ernout & Meillet (631), WH (II 550f.), de Vaan (2008: 569). 

277 Kroonen (2013: 498), cf. Darms (1978: 7-12) for a detailed analysis of the Germanic evi- 
dence. 

278 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 977), Derksen (2015: 446f.). 

279 Derksen (2008: 475). 

280 Matasovic (2009: 362). 

281 The intermediate step would be *skesura-hayr- with loss of unaccented -u- and *-aha- > 
-a-, cf. p‘aytahat > p‘aytat ‘wood-cutting; i.e., ‘axe. 

282 Skesur is inflected as an a-stem corresponding to its semantic specialization. 

283 Cf. also the recent dialectal compounds continuing "skesur-pap “father at husband's 
mother" and *zok‘anc*-pap “father at wifes mother” (Martirosyan 2010: 581). 
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"Wifes father' is also the meaning ofthe only Avestan attestation from the Mithra 
Hymn (Yt. 10.116): astai9uud antara zamamara x’asura “(Mithra is) eightyfold be- 
tween the son-in-law and his father-in-law’, and it is noticable that in Pashto the 
derivative xosina, Sena < *hwasrü-aina- (Morgenstierne 1927: 98) means ‘wife's sister’ 
which only makes sense if *hwasrü- had the meaning ‘wife's mother. 

Languages where *suékuros exclusively refer to the husband's father include 
Greek with Hom. ékupóc, Armenian skesur, and Balto-Slavic with Lith. sesuras 
and OCS svekro. It is thus a mistake when Indo-Iranian is added (and Armenian 
excluded) in Szemerényi's list (1977: 66) of “Balto-Slav, Greek and Indo-Iranian” 
as branches with this semantic specialization. 

In opposition to the exceptional stem formation of *suekrüh;s, its masculine 
counterpart *suékuros has the appearance of a secondary thematic stem. 

On this basis, the full derivational chain may be summed up as follows: 


> (*sué-krhzu-) > *sue-kruhz- ‘having ones own/separate head of family’ (ba- 
huvrihi compound) = 


1 “vrkih”-type noun with accent shift, *sue-krüh,-s ‘someone having (her) 
own/separate head of family, i.e., ‘mother-in-law; and 

2 thematicization "sué-krul;-o- > "suékruo-, remodelled to *suekuro-, 
whether to avoid the uncomfortable hiatus or under the influence of the 
common adjective suffix *-ro-, ‘the one pertaining to the mother-in-law 
(the one with her own head of family), i.e., ‘father-in-law. 


It has often been assumed that with the strictly patriarchal Indo-European society 
the father-in-law and mother-in-law would originally have to be restricted to the 
husband's parents, and that the use of the terms *suekrüh;s and *suekuros for the 
wifes parents would naturally be due to secondary semantic extension. 

Thus, e.g., Schulze (1907: 401): "Ursprünglich sind im Indogermanischen alle 
bezeichnungen der heirathsverwandtschaft nur einseitig orientiert durchaus vom 
standpunkte der an die neue familiengemeinschaft 'fortgegebenen' jungen frau”; 
Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662): "husband's father”; and Mallory & Adams 


«ce 


(2006: 215): “head of the joint family; a term which would only make sense from 
the wife's point of view in a patrilineal society”. 

What generally seems to be forgotten is the fact that after an initial phase 
of nomadic lifestyle and expansion by migration, the Indo-European-speaking 
communities gradually became more sedentary and were able to establish more 


durable bonds of intermarriage and guest-friendship between households of 
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equal prestige, and that while the women as such were ruled or even owned, first 
by their fathers, then their husbands, the womens paternal homes were neither 
unknown nor unimportant to their new families. 

An essential point in this connection is the ambiguous semantics ofthe reflex- 
ive stem "sue-. It may indeed be interpreted, as is usually done, as ‘one’s own’ seen 
from the isolated perspective of a single patriarchal extended family, so that the 
*suekrühss and *suekuros are the mother- and father-in-law of a bride introduced 
into the new family of her husband, and the *suesör is the (collective of) women 
of the very same family (cf. 1.7). 

The stem may, however, with equal right be interpreted as ‘someone else's own, 
separate, private’ as in "suetio- > Arm. k*ec* ‘separate, Lith. svécias ‘stranger. Seen 
in this light, *suekrühzs and *suékuros may as well be interpreted as ‘the one with 
her own or separate head (of family)' and her companion, i.e., the master and mis- 
tress ofthe brides childhood household or, in other words, the husband's parents- 
in-law. As such, it would be quite natural if these words originally had the broader 
meaning surviving in Indo-Iranian, Albanian, Italic, Celtic and Germanic, while 
the restriction to the members of the husband's family in Greek, Armenian and 
Balto-Slavic may be due to a later, dialectal narrowing of the meaning due to a 
specific focus on the individual patriarchal households. 

Based on circumstantial evidence it could even be argued that "suekrüh;s 
originated as a specific designation for the wifes mother. Thus the basic meaning 
of the vrddhi derivative *suekuró- (4.6.4) seems to have been "wife's brother, and 
in other kinship terms containing the reflexive stem "sué-, in particular *suoini- 
ahz- ‘wife's sister’ (4.6.3), this stem only makes sense in the meaning ‘separate’ 
rather than ‘one’s own. 

Cf. also 4.6.4 on *suékuró- and 4.7.4 on OHG geswio. 

The hierarchy in a man’s circle of kin, relatives by marriage and other associ- 
ates, as well as the importance of the allies represented by the wife's nearest kin, is 
neatly illustrated in the following passage from the Odyssey (Od. 8.581-85): 


N Tic ToL Kai róc &néo9iro T1691 mpd 

oò Ewv, yaußpös i] rrev9epóc, oí Te uáMova 

KHOLOTOL TEAEIOVTI LED alud TE Kal yévoc abrÓv; 

N tic Mov Kai Eraipog &vi]p keyopiouéva eiódc, 

éo9Aóg ... 

Did some kinsman of thine fall before Ilios, some good, true man, thy daughter's 
husband or thy wife's father, such as are nearest to one after ones own kin and 
blood? Or was it haply some comrade dear to thy heart, some good, true man? 
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The degree of intimacy is clear: first come the men from ones own clan, then 
the in-laws, the daughter's husband or the wifes father, and finally the comrades 
outside the family. 

Languages with a semantic specialization of *suékuros to "husband's father’ 
have found other means to express the idea of the ‘wifes father. Thus, Greek uses 
the less precise revdepög (Il.+)?84 which in the two Homeric attestations (Il. 6.170 
and Od. 8.582) means ‘wife’s father’ but is later also used for 'son-in-law' and 
‘brother-in-law. The root is *b"end*- ‘bind, and the obvious idea is that a man’s 
male in-laws, whatever the generation, are connected with his clan by bonds of 
marriage and loyalty. 

Derivatives of the same verbal root are used with a similar meaning in OFris. 
bost (< *b'ond"-stu-) ‘marriage, in Lith. béndras ‘participant, sharer, bafidzius (as 
if *b"ond"eh,u-)*> ‘partner, friend, and in Ved. bándhu- (RV +)?8° which in the 
Rigveda mostly has the meaning ‘connection, relation, bond, kinship, but also 
‘relative, esp. on the mother’s side, thus RV 1.164.33 (All Gods; verse spoken by 
the Sun): 


dydur me pita janita nabhir átra 

bándhur me mata prthivi mahiyam 

My father, my progenitor, is Heaven; here is my navel. My mother, this great 
Earth, is my relation. 


Arm. aner (o-st.) ‘father-in-law, wife's father?” is traditionally considered a de- 
rivative of a nursery word related to German Ahn, Lith. anyta ‘husband’s mother, 
mother-in-law’ with an etymology going back to Schmitt (1916).?55 Despite the 
widespread acceptance of this etymology, the implied semantic transfer is at least 
a little peculiar, and moreover, the suffix is not dear 297 Considering the semantic 


284 GEW (II 504), Beekes (20102: 1171f.). Cf. also Chantraine (2009 [1968-80]: 849) and 
Schwyzer (1968 [1939]: 482) who point out the relationship between the suffixes *-u- (as 
in Ved. bándhu-) and -epo-. Perhaps the starting point was a hybrid form *zevdupdc, 
influenced by éxvpóc and then remodelled after pairs like xpatuc : kparepög and yAvKuc 
` yÀvkepóc. 

285 Cf. Olsen (2019) on the derivational type. 

286 EWAia (II 208f.). 

287 Also ‘in-law, brother-in-law, wifes brother’; in the meaning ‘wife’s (younger) brother’ 
also MArm. aner-jag with -jag ‘nestling, cf. Martirosyan (2010: 81f.). 

288 Cf. also IEW (37), Jahukyan (1987: 111), Olsen (1999: 32f.), Martirosyan (l.c.). 

289 Martirosyans rejection of Winter's comparison with Gk. zrev9epóc ‘wife's father’ on for- 
mal grounds (1966: 206, cf. also Mallory & Adams l.c.) is quite justified. 
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scope of the pronominal stem *sue- ‘separate’ as well as (ones) own’ in kinship 
terms such as *suekrüh;s (4.2) and "suoiniah;- (4.6.3), a possible set of cognates 
may be found in Goth. sundrö (adv.) ‘separate, isolated; ON sundr, OS sundar, 
OHG suntar ‘isolated, by itself’ and Gk. &rep ‘without. If the accent of the Ger- 
manic forms is inherited, a protoform *snter- or *snterö- would match Arm. aner 
perfectly, and the wifes father would literally be ‘the one (living) apart, separated, 
i.e., from the patriarchal household represented by the husband.?°° 

The etymological background of Lith. uosvis ‘father-in-law, wifes father’ is 
uknown (Fraenkel 1962-65: II 1168, Derksen 2015: 482f.), and the same goes for 
OCS tosto "wife's father.291 See also 11 3.7 on Hitt. " kaina- ‘in-law, kinsman. 


4-4 Son-in-law 


Various derivatives of what seems to be the same root, *gem(H)-, serve to express the 
notion of 'son-in-law:??? In many cases, an alternative meaning is ‘brother-in-law. 
From the parents’ point of view, a son-in-law would naturally belong to a household 
different from that of their daughter's birthplace, as he is typically the one who takes 
the bride away to become part of his father’s enlarged family. In this perspective, it 
makes good sense if the basic root means something like ‘marry; as in the otherwise 
isolated Gk. yauew, or perhaps more specifically pay (the bride price 297 

Thus Bailey (1979: 345), referring to the Iranian base zam- (e.g., Av. zamand- 
‘payment, wages, Sogd. zmn’k ‘with payment’), reaches the conclusion that the 


290 Another somewhat similar possibility would arise if we were entitled to compare aner 
with Ved. ántara-, ON anpar, Lith. afitaras < *hzantero- ‘other (of two)’ which would in- 
dicate the 'other' head of family. However, this interpretation should probably be exclud- 
ed on formal grounds. As argued in Olsen (1989), -nd- seems to be the regular outcome 
of *-nt- immediately after an originally stressed vowel, -n- after an unstressed, so in this 
case we would rather expect Arm. ‘ander. 

291 According to Klingenschmitt’s excessively intricate interpretation (2008), úošvis goes 
back to a compound *ö-pku-iio- “der zu der Kleinvieh (Ziegen und Schafe) (als Mitgift 
oder als Kaufpreis) herbeibringenden (Braut) Gehórige (Vater). Cf. also Szemerényi 
(1977: 66f.) on other suggestions, none of them compelling. 

292 Buck (1988 [1949]: 122-27), IEW (369£), Szemerényi (1977: 59-73), Mallory & Adams 
(1997: 533 and 2006: 215), NIL (136) with references. 

293 Cf. also 5.2 on Gk. dap ‘wife. Alternatively, Pinault (2017: 105f.) assumes a basic root 
*gem- ‘catch, seize, carry off’ (cf. Gk. aor. yévto), referring to the forceful abduction of 
the bride by the bridegroom. The apparent root-final laryngeal is explained as originat- 
ing in a collective of an otherwise unattested root noun. 
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“earliest Indo-European marriage was ‘payment for the bride; hence the zam- ‘to 
pay of the noun of relationship Av. zämätar- ‘son-in-law .... Likewise, Trem- 
blay??* declares that "toutes les désignations du ‘gendre sont des adjectifs dérivés 
de *gemh,- ‘épouser par achat”. As noted by Irslinger (LIV? 137), there is no par- 
ticular reason to define the root-final laryngeal as *-h;-. 

The only feature shared by most of the cognates is the actual root, extended 
by a selection of suffixes, but even the root segment is sometimes subject to con- 
tamination, and the details are notoriously difficult. In Beekes' words (1972: 39): 
"The words for 'son-in-law' presents us with problems that will probably never be 
solved”, and Viredaz (2002: 152) acutely observes that "[t]he instability of the word 
may be a result of its low frequency”. Ved. jamätar- is only attested three times in 
the Rigveda, and with the Indo-European family structure, the son-in-law would 
in practice be out of focus after the wedding. 

The evidence is as follows: 


» Ved. jamatar- (RV+), YAv. zamátar- ‘son-in-law?°> 

> Gk. yaufpóc (Il.+) ‘son-in-law, but also ‘brother-in-law, sisters husband’ 
and in general ‘male relative by marriage’?°° 

> Phryg. yapepoc 

> Lat. gener ‘son-in-law’ (Pl+),?°” and inscr. GENTA 

> Alb. dhëndër 

> Lith. Zéntas ‘son-in-law, but also ‘brother-in-law, sisters husband??? and 
Latv. znuóts ‘son-in-law, brother-in-law’ 

> OCS zeto ‘son-in-law, bridegroom; Russ. zjat’, SCr zët ‘son-in-law, but also 
‘brother-in-law, sisters husband"??? 


As suggested by Beekes (1988: 104), a paradigm that may account for the Indo-Ira- 
nian, Greek and Latin derivatives is an ablauting r-stem "em 1-éf, "emh;-ér-m, 
*mhı-r-ós (*-h;- justified by Gk. yauéw): 

In Indo-Iranian this would yield nom. *jamá(r), *jards, levelled to *jāmā(r)-, to 
which the suffix -tar- of Ved. jamätar- (RV+), YAv. zämätar- ‘son-in-law’ was proba- 


294 Tremblay (2003: 156) with reference to M. Schwartz in Monumentum Nyberg II, Aclr 6, 
1976, 195ff. 

295 EWAia (I 585f.) with references. 

296 GEW (I 287), Beekes (2010: 259). 

297 Ernout & Meillet (270), WH (I 590f.), de Vaan (2008: 258). 

298 Derksen (2015: 516f.). 

299 Derksen (2008: 543f.). 
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bly introduced from other kinship terms, notably the word for ‘daughter’ who makes 
up the other half of the couple. Another way to explain the long vowel of the root 
syllable would be influence from jami- ‘relative; cf. Viredaz (2002: 152) and EXCUR- 
sus I. A remaining problem is the root accent which may be explained if we operate 
with influence from a corresponding collective *gémh-or ‘purchase’ or the like. 

In Greek, the paradigm would regularly end up as *gamér, acc. *gaméra, gen. 
*gmerös where the latter was replaced by the analogical *gamrös (for *gamVrós) > 
yaußpöc. Latin gener for expected *gemer is sometimes assumed to have been in- 
fluenced by the root *genh,- ‘engender’ (cf. Ernout & Meillet l.c.), though this may 
be considered semantically problematic since, as a relative by marriage, a son-in- 
law does not belong to the gens 299 Alternatively, de Vaan (l.c.) reconstructs an 
anit root to account for the Latin form, which he derives from *gem-ro-, but we 
would arrive at the same result with analogical transfer of the strong stem *gemH- 
er- > *gem-er- ^ *gem-ro-. 

As for the origin of the Balto-Slavic derivatives, treated in detail by Viredaz 
(2002: 169), there is safe evidence for a set root, but here *gnoh3- ‘know is at 
play, whether as the sole source or contaminated with *gemH-, which would be 
particularly relevant as an explanation of the full grade of Lith. Zéntas. Thus Latv. 
znuóts < *gnohs-to- would be a Bekannter, like Gk. yywtdc ‘known in the mean- 
ing ‘kinsman, sibling’ Ved. jñātí- ‘relative’ 

In British Celtic, the old word for ‘son-in-law’ and other terms for relatives by 
marriage have been substituted by the word family of Oir. dám ‘followers, crowd’: 
MW daw(f) ‘brother-in-law, MCorn. dof ‘gener’ (voc.), Bret. dan (but also mab-kaer 
‘beau-fils’) ‘son-in-law (LEIA D-20). If we are dealing with a vrddhi derivative of the 
word for ‘house’, *dom, as is sometimes assumed, the primary meaning is probably 
‘friend of the house, ally; whence the semantic specialization as ‘brother-in-law. 

The etymology of Arm. hor (i-st.) ‘son-in-law is unknown. 291 A tentative 
comparison with Skt. syala-, OCS šur» ‘wife's brother’ (Mallory & Adams 1997: 
84) is at least formally unsatisfactory, and the semantic justification of Jahukyan’s 
derivation (1987: 146) from *souoro-, an assumed derivative of the reflexive pro- 
noun, is unclear. There are, however, other possibilities. 

One is a "b'orós-derivative *sorös ‘a connecter’ (between two families) from 
*ser- ‘join, connect’ (LIV? 534£), cf. Gk. eipw ‘string, attach, Lat. sero, series ‘se- 


300 But cf. the semantic shift of Lat. cognätus ‘blood relative’ to ‘brother-in-law’ in the Ro- 
mance languages, e.g. It. cognato, Sp. cufiado, Port. cunhado (Meyer-Lübke 1972 [1935]: 
192; cf. also Viredaz 2002: 168). 

301 Martirosyan (2010: 420). 
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ries, chain, in particular ‘line of ancestors or descendants’; cf. perhaps also Arm. 
yerum ‘tie, fasten, join together, link together in a series’ if from *h,en-ser-s- as 
suggested by Martirosyan (2010: 492f.). The idea would be similar to that of Hitt. 
ishanitar- ‘relative by marriage, bridegroom, bride’ from an agent noun “derjenige 
der bindet” (root *shzei-) as analysed by Rieken (1999: 283-87) and other terms of 
inlaws derived from roots meaning ‘bind, tie’ 

See also i1 7.1 on Hitt. ""antiyant- ‘son-in-law, groom and vi : 2.1.1 on WGmc. 
*aibma- ‘son-in-law’. 


4.5 Daughter-in-law 


The common Indo-European word for ‘daughter-in-law’ is a feminine o-stem 
*snusós,??? preserved as such in Gk. vvóc (Il+)?0 and, apart from the loss of the 
gender distinction, Arm. nu, gen. nuoy.?^* In Indo-Iranian, Germanic and Slavic, 
the unusual combination of o-stem and feminine gender has resulted in an an- 
alogical transfer to the *-ahz-stems, thus Ved. snusá- (AV+) with the compound 
(RV 10.86.13; voc.fem.) süsnuse “with good daughters-in-law;??* NP suna;?95 
Germ. (*snusä- >) *snuzö- in ON snør, OHG snur, OHG snur;?" and RussCS 
snoxa.>°® Finally, Lat. nurus has been adapted to the u-stems (gen. nurüs), proba- 
bly under the influence of socrus ‘mother-in-law.>°? 

As for the motivation for the peculiar morphological type, we may consid- 
er an original collective in *-ah2- associated with a thematic animate/singulative 
o-stem, comparable to the Latin pattern locus : loca, which could subsequent- 
ly lead to the creation of either a neuter singular or, as in this case, a feminine 
0-stem.?!? That would make the daughters-in-law originally perceived as a collec- 
tive, and so the question is: a collective of what? 


302 Buck (1988 [1949]: 122-27), IEW (978), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 663), Mallory & 
Adams (1997: 148 and 2006: 215), NIL (625f.). 

303 Beekes (2010a: 1028); also ‘bride’ (Theocr). 

304 Martirosyan (2010: 506-8). The alternative n-stem inflection in the pl. nuank* seems to 
have an individualizing/plurative function, cf. Olsen (1999: 186). 

305 Addressed to Indras consort Indrani. 

306 EWAia (II 771). 

307 Kroonen (2013: 463). 

308 Derksen (2008: 458). 

309 Ernout & Meillet (420), WH (II 190), de Vaan (2008: 420). 

310 Another stem of the same type is Gk. wöAAog (f), Arm. lu, gen. luoy ‘flea. Cf. Meillet 
(1922) and Olsen (2010b) for further discussion. 
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Some of the etymological suggestions offered are unacceptable for formal rea- 
sons, thus Szemerényi’s idea of a syncopated derivative *sunuso- > *snuso- from 
*suH-nu- ‘son’ which would require syncope of a long syllable *suH- > *sü-. Simi- 
larly, Specht’s derivation (1944: 90f.) from the root of Ved. sanoti ‘acquires; so that 
the *snusö- would be “die durch Kauf oder Raub erworbene‘, fails because the 
actual root is *senhz-, and sanóti is a remodeling of *sanáti (LIV? 532f.). 

According to Janda (2000: 169-73) and x - 1.1, the underlying root is *neu- 
‘nod’ (as approval) with either an otherwise unattested mobile s- or secondary 
influence from "suekruh- ‘mother-in-law. More precisely, *snusö- is supposed 
to be a thematic derivative of an s-stem *sneuos; the o-stem is explained by an 
original adjectival origin where the masculine noun with the possible meaning 
“Tauschmittel” was elliptically omitted. Despite its ingenuity and the interesting 
textual evidence for *neu- in the meaning ‘nodding consent, this is on the whole 
a quite complicated explanation where especially the semantic steps leading to 
‘daughter-in-law’ may seem somewhat arbitrary.?!! 

A more attractive solution goes back to Wiedemann (1902: 211f.), followed 
by Brugmann (1907: 319), who rightly observed that many kinship terms were 
derived from verb meaning ‘bind’ or ‘attach, and consequently connected *snusö- 
with the root now reconstructed as *sneuH- (LIV? 575). 

Now, the exact meaning of *sneuH- is ‘twist’ or entwine rather than 'bindj??? 
and this is precisely the function of the *snusdhz, the collective of daughters-in- 
law: they entwine their paternal clan with that of the patriarchal household of 
which they are now part. Unlike the connections or those that are merely ‘bound’ 
or ‘tied’ to the family, notably the male inlaws, they have become an integrated 
part of their new family without actual blood relationship. 

Morphologically, I would suggest a basic s-stem, *sneuH-os > *sneu-os 'en- 
twinement > adjectivization *snusó- ‘pertaining to entwinement'?!? > collective 
*snusáh;- ‘a group pertaining to entwinement > "snusó- ‘one of such a group, 
lexicalized as ‘daughter-in-law’ 


311 De Vaan (2008: 420) suggests a derivation from the same root as nütrix ‘nurse, which 
seems less likely as daughters-in-law would hardly be expected to breastfeed right from 
the beginning of their marriage. Pinault’s assumption of an dmredita-construction us- 
en-us-en from the root *ues- ‘buy/sell’ ^ (thematicized) *snusno- > (by dissimilation) 
*snuso- is quite fanciful. 

312 Cf. ON snúa ‘twist, OCS snovati ‘set up a web (for weaving). 

313 The derivative must have been created after the loss of the prevocalic laryngeal in the 
base word. 


130 Birgit Anette Olsen II * 4.6 


Other language-specific terms for ‘daughter-in-law’ are Lith. vedekle, Latv. 
vedekla and OCS nevěsta (the latter also bride) from *h2uedhy/2- ‘conduct in mar- 
riage’ (cf. Olsen 2016b with references for a discussion of the root) and Hitt. küsa- 
‘daughter-in-law; lit. ‘a chosen one, from *geus- ‘taste’ > ‘choose’ (cf. III - 7.2). 


4.6 Brother-in-law 


For the male in-laws of the same generation,?"4 there are six theoretical possibil- 
ities for a linguistic distinction: three from the wifes point of view - husband's 
brother (4.6.1), husband's sisters husband (4.6.2) and sister's husband (4.6.3) - 
and three from the husband's point of view - wifes brother (4.6.4), wife's sister's 
husband (4.6.5) and sister's husband (4.6.6). It is doubtful whether 4.6.3 and 4.6.6 
are consistently distinguished. Where the kinship terminology used by the wom- 
en is typically precise and synchronically opaque, that of the men is most often 
unspecific and derived from roots meaning ‘bind’ or ‘tie together’ indicating the 
importance of political alliances through marriage. Here the important factor is 
the bond to the woman's family, not the specific type of in-law, and consequently 
the distinction between father-in-law and brother-in-law is often blurred. 


4.61 Husband’ brother 

A specific word for the ‘husband’s brother, *dah;iuér,?5 is secured for at least Core 
Indo-European with reflexes in Indo-Iranian (Ved. devár-, acc. deváram, loc.pl. 
devfsu; Pashto lewar),?!° Greek (d&np),?'” Armenian (taygr, gen. tayger with gener- 
alization of the full grade suffix),?!* Italic (Lat. lévir),3!° Germanic (OE täcor, OHG 
zeihhur),??? and Balto-Slavic (Lith. dieveris, Lith. dieveris,??! OCS déverv).3?? 


314 Buck (1988 [1949]: 122-27), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662), Mallory & Adams (1997: 
84 and 2006: 214). 

315 Buck (1988 [1949]: 122-27), Szemerényi (1977: 87f.), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662), 
Mallory & Adams (1997: 84 and 2006: 214), NIL (58-60). 

316 EWAia (I 743f.). 

317 GEW (1338f.), Beekes (2010a: 296). 

318 Martirosyan (2010: 600-2). 

319 Ernout & Meillet (352), WH (1 787£), de Vaan (2008: 336). The Latin word is formally 
problematic, both with respect to the initial L which may belong to the category of “Sa- 
bine /" and the end segment -vir that may have been influenced by vir ‘man. 

320 Kroonen (2013: 506). 

321 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 94), Derksen (2015: 128). 

322 Derksen (2008: 105); secondary i-stem. 
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For an in-depth analysis of the etymological and cultural background of this 
word (root *dahzi- "distribute, cf. x - 3, and see also Rau (2011: 54) and Pinault 
(20172: 102f.). 


4.6.2 Husbands sisters husband 

As far as we can see, a married woman in Proto-Indo-European times had no spe- 
cific word for the husbands of her own husband's married sisters, which is hardly 
surprising as these sisters were integrated in new households. 


4.6.3 Sisters husband (woman's and/or man's point of view) 

A specific word for ‘sister’s husband’ is found in the Old High German n-stem 
giswiö. In an earlier article (Olsen 2013), I have argued that the morphological 
background of Germ. *-swian- is either *-suei-h3on(hz)- or *-sui-h3onhz-, consist- 
ing of the reflexive stem??? + the “Hoffmann root" *-hzonhz- charge 223 so that the 
original meaning would be something like 'someone (m) with his own charge, re- 
sponsibility. This is exactly what the sister’s husband is: the independent head of 
his own family, including his wife who is at the same time the sister ofthe speaker. 
The prefix gi-/ge- suggests that the giswio is understood as one of a group, viz., the 
group of men united by marriage to sisters from the same family. 

The semantic specialization as 'sisters husband' is only found in Germanic, 
but the formation must have existed in the proto-language as is shown by the sec- 
ondary feminine derivative *suoi-h3nh2-iah2-, continued in Arm. k'eni and Lith. 
sváiné, both with the meaning ‘wife's sister: This semantic specialization makes no 
direct sense in relation to "sisters husband; but on the other hand it fits the idea 
of an original meaning ‘someone (f) under the charge of an independent man’ 
(4.7.4). 


4.6.4 Wifes brother 

Formally identical designations of the ‘wife's brother’ are attested in Old Indic and 
Germanic,?5 both branches pointing to a vrddhi derivative "suekuró-, lit. ‘per- 
taining to the father-in-law’, from *suékuro- ‘father-in-law’ (4.3), continued in Skt. 
svasura-3?6 and PGmc. *swegura- > OHG swager. The Old Indic derivative has pre- 


323 "sui- from a compositional i-stem as opposed to the simplex *sue-, or *suei- under the 
influence of the possessive stems *meino-, *teino-, *seino-. 

324 Cf. Olsen (2010a) and EXCURSUS II. 

325 Darms (1978: 7-12), Mallory & Adams (1997: 85 and 2006: 215), NIL (673). Cf. also the 
discussion in Olsen (2013: 208). 

326 EWAia (II 675f.). 
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served the basic meaning of an adjective of appurtenance ‘pertaining to the father- 
in-law’, while the i-stem svásuri- is substantivized as ‘grandson of the father-in-law. 
In Kashmiri, however, hahar has the precise meaning ‘wife's brother; and the same 
goes for the oldest attestation of OHG swagar though the alternative meanings 'sis- 
ter's husband; ‘sister’s son’ and "husbands brother are also found. 

Darms' (1978) conclusion that "Bruder des Mannes" must be the original 
meaning, swagur taking over the specialized meaning of the moribund zeihhur, is 
quite aprioristic, founded on the preconceived idea that the man's family is always 
in focus. The precise correspondence between the oldest Germanic evidence and 
Kashmiri favours a basic meaning ‘wife’s brother, as does Pashai (Dardic) ispairi 
‘wife’s brother’ in the Dardic language Pashai, from *svasuriya-, also a derivative 
of Skt. svasura- ‘father-in-law’ (Turner 1962-6: 737).3?” 

If *suékuro- ‘father-in-law’ originally only referred to the husband’s father, his son 
would obviously be the husband's brother, for which the established term is *dahzi- 
uér-, but if it was also - or perhaps even primarily - applied to the wife's father, a 
semantic specialization of the vrddhi derivative to ‘wife's brother is perfectly natural. 

The pair of Ved. syalá-,??* OCS sure??? is usually assumed to point to another 
term for ‘wife’s brother;??° but the comparison is difficult, not to say downright 
Impossible 231 Perhaps we are dealing with derivatives of the root *shzai- ‘bind, 
like Hitt. ishanitar- ‘relative by marriage, bridegroom, bride’ (4.4), the u-diph- 
thong of Slavic forms arising by contamination with *suékuro-; cf. Olsen (2013: 
207) for a possible scenario.??? 

An example of an individual creation is Lith. laig(u)onas ‘wife's brother’ possibly 
from the root of Lat. ligo ‘bind, despite the discrepancy between the root final velar 
of the Lithuanian form and the palatal of Alb. lidh ‘binds, connects’;33 as suggested 
by Olsen 2013: 206, the derivational type may be compared with Lat. patronus. 


327 A broader meaning is attested for Pashto áx$ai ‘wifes or husband's brother’, esp. ‘hus- 
band’s younger brother’ (Morgenstierne 1927: 13). 

328 EWAia (II 782). 

329 Derksen (2008: 488). 

330 IEW (915), Szemerényi (1977: 94), Mallory e Adams (1997: 84f. and 2006: 215). 

331 Derksen (l.c): “The connection with Skt. syald- is not really possible”. Cf. also Rasmus- 
sen (1989: 74). 

332 Szemerényis (l.c.) extremely speculative explanation is based on the hypothetical stem 
*sü- woman that is also the basis of his interpretation of the word for ‘father-in-law 
(4.3), etc. 

333 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 331), Olsen (2013: 207). Fraenkel further refers to Russ. ligozito 
“Fäden beim Weben verwirren’, Ukr. polyhaty sa “sich verbinden‘, zalyhaty “in Banden 
schlagen, schnüren, anknüpfen” and the Hesychean gloss Aotywvtiav’ ppatpiav. 
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4.6.5 Wife’ sisters husband 

A priori one would not expect a specific term for the ‘wife’s sisters husband’ who 
would normally be out of the sphere of interest of a married man. Nevertheless, 
we may reconstruct a protoform *sueli(h)o(n)-?°* to account for a peculiar cor- 
respondence between Germanic and Greek. In Old Norse, the plural svilar re- 
fers to men whose wives are sisters of each other, and from Greek we have Hes. 
&éAiot' ol KbeApag yuvalkag EoxnKötes (“who have sisters as wives”; var. oo" 
obyyaußpor) and Pollux 3.32: eidiovec’ oidé &ósÀqàc yruavrec öuöyaußpoı i] 
ovyyauBpot 0 u&AÀAov ovyKydeota Kai mapa toic MoinTtaic eiMovec (“those who 
have married sisters are 6udyauBpor or oúyyaußpor or better cvyxydeota and by 
the poets eiAiovec”). 

While the interpretation of "sue- as the reflexive stems might seem the most 
obvious solution, Szemerényi (LC 3 was right to observe that a “derivation from 
*swe- ... seems to be too vague to describe relatives linked through sisters’, and 
besides, the rest of the word would remain unexplained. As suggested by Olsen, ??° 
another solution may be at hand since Greek and Nordic seem to share anoth- 
er remarkable isogloss in the connection between ON svill (« *sueliah;-), OHG 
swelli, swella ‘doorsill, threshold’ on the one hand and Gk. o&Aua deck-plank, 
rowing plank, rowing bench, deck scaffolds’ (comp. éboosAuoc *well-benched") on 
the other. The common background of the n-stem of eiAiovec and svilar may now 
be interpreted as a Hoffmann-type compound "sueli-h;onh;- ‘whose charge is a 
cross-connection or the like. An interpretation along these lines would apparent- 
ly point to a society where the bonds created through marriage not only existed 
between the male members of both families, but also included the wider circle of 
brothers-in-law on the womens side. 

A special case arises if two brothers marry two sisters, as when Agamem- 
non and Menelaos, apart from being brothers, were the husbands of two sisters, 
Klytaimnestra and Helen, and consequently at the same time brothers-in-law of 
the type "sm-sueli-h;onh;es. Unless the geneticists will some day give us a clue to 
this question, we cannot know if the procedure was common in Proto-Indo-Eu- 
ropean times, but in some modern cultures it is not all that uncommon.??® It is 
reported, for example, that “in Rajasthan, where village exogamy is customary, it 
is common for two sisters from one village to marry two brothers in another vil- 


334 IEW (1046), Szemerényi (1977: 92f.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 85). 

335 Cf. Olsen (2013: 208£) with references on the phonological details. 

336 As a curiosity, it may be mentioned that the present author can muster two examples 
from her own close family, father and father’s brother marrying mother and mother’s 
sister, and two cousin brothers marrying twin sisters. 
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lage" (Ramu 2006: 25). The advantages of such a system would be an even closer 
mutual commitment between the two families and a smoother integration of a 
young bride into a family of which her typically older sister is already a member. 

An individual creation, based on the reflexive pronoun like OHG giswio 
(4.6.3), is Russ., SCr. svojak *wifes sisters husband, which is hardly surprising as 
these sisters were integrated in new households. 


4.6.6 Sisters husband (mans point of view) 

A word frequently used for the sisters husband is *gemHer- with the alternative 
meaning ‘son-in-law (4.4). Seen from the point of view of a married man, a sis- 
ters husband is the same person as a son-in-law seen from the point of view of 
his father. In both cases, an interpretation as ‘buyer’ makes sense, the bridegroom 
"buying the daughter/sister from the same family. 


4.7 Sister-in-law 


For ‘sister-in-law’3*” we have a similar potential inventory as for ‘brother-in-law’: 
three from the wifes point of view - husband's sister (4.7.1), husband's brother's 
sister (4.7.2) and brothers wife (4.7.3) - and three from the husband's - wifes 
sister (4.7.4), wifes brother's wife (4.7.5) and brother's wife (4.7.6). As in the case 
of 'sister's husband; it is doubtful if there have ever been two separate terms for 
‘brother’s wife’ (4.7.3 and 4.7.6) depending on the speaker's viewpoint. 


4.41 Husbands sister 

The existence of a common term for ‘husband's sister’ with a stem *8/h2u- or the 
like,338 is secured by Gk. yaAwc (Hom. dat.sg. yaAöw etc.),??° Arm. tal, presuma- 
bly with initial t- for expected c- from taygr 'husband's brother ,?^? Lat. glos?*! and 
OCS zeleva.?*? Eichner-Kühn (1976), on the basis of a contextual analysis of a 
passage of the Grhyasütra, has suggested that Skt. giri- beside ‘mountain’ had the 


337 Buck (1988 [1949]: 122-27), Mallory & Adams (1997: 521f. and 2006: 215f). 

338 IEW (367f.), Szemerényi (1977: 88-91), Gamkrelidze e Ivanov (1995: 662), Mallory & 
Adams 1997: 521f. and (2006: 215f.). 

339 GEW (I 286f.), Beekes (2010: 258f.). 

340 Martirosyan (2010: 595f.). 

341 Ernout & Meillet (277), WH (I 610), de Vaan (2008: 266). 

342 Derksen (2008: 551). 
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meaning ‘sister-in-law, brother's wife despite the slight semantic discrepancy;?*? 
the problem of the initial non-palatal which is at variance with the Slavic word is 
explained by influence from giri-, girika- ‘mouse. However, Griffiths & Lubotsky 
(2009), adducing parallels from other texts, have argued that the meaning ‘moun- 
tai’ actually fits the context very well with a description of a poor dasa who has 
been removed not only from his brother, sister and other relatives, but also from 
his homeland in the mountains. Thus, we may dispense with this alleged Vedic 
cognate of the kinship term in question. By semantic extension, the alternative 
meaning ‘brother’s wife’ occurs in Greek and Latin. 

It is a remarkable feature of cross-cultural popular belief that the Indo-Eu- 
ropean word for ‘weasel’ or the like is similar to ‘sister-in-law’ or "bride, cf. Gk. 
yadéy ‘weasel, marten, Lat. glis dormouse and perhaps Skt. lex. giri-, girika- 
‘mouse’ (EWAia II 488). On the whole, the lexical correspondence between des- 
ignations for mustelids and brides or daughters-in-laws is widespread, e.g., Dan. 
brud ‘bride, weasel, It. donnola ‘little lady, weasel, Gk. vuugíta ‘bride, weasel. Cf. 
also Martirosyan (2010: 800) on Arm. (dial.) harsuk ‘weasel’ from harsnuk ‘little 
bride; and a popular fable about the love goddess Astlik transforming a lovesick 
weasel who had fallen in love with a young boy into a beautiful woman. 

If Skt. giri-, girika- is included in the equation, an actual etymological con- 
nection between ‘sister-in-law’ and ‘weasel’ in Indo-European is only possible if 
the initial palatal of the Slavic word is secondary, which is not quite unthinka- 
ble. This is the idea propagated by Szemerényi (l.c.) who suggests influence from 
OCS zeto ‘son-in-law, bridegroom (4.4), which is perhaps easier if the secondary 
meaning ‘brother-in-law, sisters husband’ known from Russian and Serbo-Croat 
is sufficiently old, husband's sister’ and ‘sister’s husband’ both denoting a sibling's 
spouse. At any rate, the husband's sisters in a traditional patrilocal household 
would all be young girls awaiting their marriage into another family. 

The reconstruction of the original paradigm is open for debate;?^* but at least 
the Greek forms derive from a thematicized *yaAago-, presumably < *g[h2-eu-o- as 
opposed to the Slavic *Slhzu(u)-ahz-, which was possibly influenced by *-uh2-stems 
like *suekrüh;- to account for the vocalization *-uy- (Beekes 20102: 259). As for the 
root vocalism of Lat. glos (neither *gelöus > *gelös nor *glous > *galös), Schrijver 
(1991: 131f.) tentatively suggests laryngeal loss before lengthened grade though the 
rule remains without safe parallels. Another option could be levelling from the weak 


343 Cf. the discussion by Griffiths & Lubotsky (2009: 119f.). 
344 Cf. Beekes (1976a: 14f.) for a “Leiden-type” paradigm nom. "gelh;-0u-s, acc. *glh;-eu-m, 
gen. *glh2-u-os. 
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preconsonantal forms of the paradigm where *g/h2u-C- would regularly metathesize 
to *gluh2-C-, i.e. *galös (or *gelos), *glüris > glos, gloris. Martirosyan (].c.) points to 
Armenian dialectal forms representing *talw in support of a nom. in *-dy(s).345 


4.7.2. Husbands brother’ wife 

A striking piece of evidence for a patrilocal familytructure among the early In- 
do-Europeans is the specific term, including the "suffix" of the basic kinship terms 
‘father, ‘mother’ and ‘brother’ for the husband's brother’s wife who belonged to 
the same household as the new bride.*° 

The cognates include Ved. yatar (abl. yatur), Pashto yor,?*" Hom. pl. eiv&repec 
(11.),°* Lat. pl. ianitrices,?*? Lith. jenté, gen. jenters,?°° OCS jetry,?*! all with the 
same meaning. Arm. ner (gen. niri) ‘sister-in-law, brother's wife’ is generally also 
included though the formal details are somewhat obscure.?*? 

Unlike the paradigms for ‘father’ and ‘sister, but like those for ‘mother’ and broth- 
er, the usual rules of accent and ablaut seem to be violated. There is evidence for 
full grade and zero grade in the root, but also both full grade and zero grade in the 
suffix. Where the full-grade root leads one to expect a nom.sg. *H)ienhztör, gen. 
*(H)inhstérs, the actual Indo-European paradigm seems to have been *(H)iénhster, 
*(H)inhstrós, but of course the suffix variant *-ter- or *-h2ter- may easily have been 
introduced from other kinship terms, in particular ‘daughter’ If the full grade root is 
to be taken at face value as an indication ofa suffix variant *-tor, this was most likely a 
collective which would match the proposed analyses of ‘brother’ (1.6) and ‘sister’ (1.7). 
So far, however, a convincing identification of the basic root has not been possible. 


345 Due to the somewhat peculiar paradigm and the absence of a known underlying root, it 
is not unlikely that we are dealing with a Wanderwort with external comparanda at least 
in Uralic (cf. Bjorn 2017: 55 with references). This may not be too surprising, considering 
the fact that we are dealing with a word used specifically by the married women of the 
family, and that these women may often have come from distant places, speaking differ- 
ent languages. Cf. also 4.7.2 on ‘husband's sister's wife. 

346 IEW 204, Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995: 662), Mallory & Adams (1997: 522 and 2006: 
216), NIL 204-7. Cf. also Sihler (1988: 558f.), Pinault (2005), and Griffiths & Lubotsky 
(2009: 116-8). 

347 EWAia (II 410). 

348 GEW (I 464), Beekes (20102: 389). 

349 Ernout & Meillet (304£), WH (I 668), de Vaan (2008: 294). 

350 Fraenkel (1962-65: I 193), Derksen (2015: 211). 

351 Secondary ü-stem. Derksen (2008: 158f.). 

352 Martirosyan (2010: 503f.). Cf. also Winter (1965a: 114), Hamp (1966: 12f.), Schmitt (1996), 
and Olsen (1999: 190f.) with discussion. 
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Pinault (2005: 477) and 2017a: 90 proposes an interpretation *h,inh2tér- 
"(celle) qui appartient par contraste à l'ensemble des femmes entrées par échange 
(acquisition/don)”, starting from the root "hat ‘give; take’ (LIV? 229), but the 
accumulation of suffixes, *-n- from a heteroclitic, *-h2- to indicate a collective, 
and finally *-ter- as a marker of contrast, is too complex to be fully satisfactory. 

Needless to say, any alternative explanations will be quite tentative, but if we take 
a bird’s eye view of the young women in a typical Indo-European household, we will 
find two categories: the still unmarried home-grown daughters, the *dugh;téres, and 
the ones coming from another clan, possibly even another people, the *(H)iénhzteres. 
Of these two kinship terms the word for ‘daughter’ is by far the most abundantly 
attested. Yatar- does not occur in the Rigveda at all, and in Latin ianitricés only oc- 
curs in glosses. When, moreover, the ablaut pattern is only regular with ‘daughter 
it seems likely that this paradigm influenced that of *(H)iénhater- and the question 
is now what the original stem was. Here one might perhaps consider a participle of 
the root *h,iehz- ‘move, travel?*? *h,ieh2nt- ‘traveller, which by contamination with 
*dughster- (it only takes an analogical metathesis *-hzn- > *-nhz- and addition of the 
suffix *-ter-)?5* might end up as *h,ienhzter-. At any rate, a participle *h,ient- from 
the unextended root "het. ‘go’ is already attested in the Hittite word for a son-in-law 
entering the family of his wife, antiiant- (cf. 1x 1.3). 

The idea of a young bride as someone wandering or travelling to the homestead 
of her husband is perhaps not as far-fetched as it might appear at first sight. As 
we have already seen from the Eulau graves, the ancient Indo-European cultures 
were strictly exogamous, and the brides must sometimes have travelled great dis- 
tances before reaching their final destination. In Lithuanian the verb *h,ieh.-ti > 
joti has the narrow meaning ‘ride on horseback, while in Vedic, the abundantly 
attested yati (ptc. yant-) has the meanings ‘go, wander, ride, travel, e.g., by horse, 
wagon or boat, as exemplified by these excerpts from the Rigveda: 


yáti subhrä visvapisä ráthena (RV 7.75.6; Usas) 
she drives, the resplendent one, with a chariot entirely ornamented 


6sa yati suyüjyà ráthena (RV 1.113.143 Usas) 
Dawn drives hither with a well-yoked chariot 


353 Cf. LIV? 3oof., EWAia (II 407f.), and Schmitt (1996) for the likely identification of the 
initial laryngeal of *Hienhzter- as *h,-. I wish to thank Benedicte Nielsen Whitehead for 
a fruitful discussion on this subject. 

354 Alternatively, the whole segment *-h2ter- may have been taken over from the daughter’ 
word with dissimilation * h,iehzn-hzter- ^ *hiienhster .. 
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ví ródasi pathyà yati (RV 6.66.7; Maruts) 
it travels through the two world-halves, along its paths 


sugébhir yaty ádhvanah (RV 8.27.17; All gods) 
along (paths) easy to go on he travels his routes 


The contexts all suggest long-distance travelling, and seen in this perspective, we 
may ask whether the otherwise opaque word for ‘husband’s brother's wife, i.e., 
newcomer to the patriarchal household, may not bear witness of the practice of 
taking ones wives from afar. Furthermore, we may consider under what condi- 
tions the long travel of the young woman took place. Was she violently abducted, 
or did she come with a caravan including her husband-to-be, and did he already 
at this point lead, “*hzyedh1/2-”, his bride back to his own family? 


443 Brothers wife (womans point of view) 
There is no reconstructable term for 'sister-in-law' in the specific meaning of 
"brother's wife. 


4.74 Wife’ sister 

Contrary to the general tendency of less specific terms denoting members 
of the wifes family, there does exist a particular word for the 'wifes sister, 
*suoi(ha)n(hz)-iahz-,555 with continuations in Lith. sváiné and Arm. k‘eni.3°° The 
suggestion forwarded in Mallory & Adams (l.c.) that the feminine would be de- 
rived from a masculine *suoinio- as in Latv. svainis ‘brother-in-law’, particular- 
ly ‘wifes brother, wifes sisters husband; reveals a biased attitude to the material 
where the designations of females is habitually considered secondary in relation 
to those of males: “Though *suoiniios is found only in Baltic, the presence of *suoi- 
niieh.- in Armenian suggests an earlier wider distribution’, and: “In Lithuanian a 
special term sváinis exists, derived from the term for wife's sister, svainé (cognate 
with Arm. k'eni)”. The logical scenario, however, would be starting from the ev- 
idence for the feminine, which is after all attested in two independent branches, 
and then derive the Lithuanian masculine from this form internally in Baltic. 


355 Mallory & Adams (1997: 85 and 2006: 217). 
356 *suoinia- > "k'énia- > *k"inia- > k'eni with "dissimilatory umlaut” i-i > e-i, cf. Olsen 
(2013: 211). 
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As argued in Olsen (2013), the derivative *suoi-h3n(h2)-iah- itself is closely 
related to a thematic masculine *syoi-h3n(h2)-o-35” > Germ. *swainaz with con- 
tinuations in ON sveinn ‘boy, young man, servant, thrall, herdsman, OEng. swan 
‘man, warrior, herdsman, dialectal German Schwein ‘young man. Both formations 
are independently founded on a Hoffmann-compound *su(V)i-hzonhz- ‘someone 
with his own authority, lexicalized in OHG geswio ‘brother-in-law, esp. ‘sister's 
husband’ (4.6.3). Hence, the semantic common denominator is ‘belonging to or 
dependent on someone with his own authority’: from the time of her marriage, 
the wife's sister belongs to a category of females whose status is subordinate to 
her husband, and similarly the Germanic masculine *swainaz is a young and/or 
dependent male who is not (yet) a master of his own. 

In this way, *su(V)i-h3onh2- and the derivatives *su(V)i-h3n(h2)-o- and *su(V) 
i-h3n(h2)-iah2- further corroborate the ambiguity of the reflexive stem *sue- we 
have already observed with *suesör ‘sister(hood), *suekruhz- ‘mother-in-law’ and 
*suékuro- ‘father-in-law’: it may be used in the meaning ‘one’s own’ in the sense 
of appertaining to the patriarchal household of the male in question, but it may 
also indicate ‘separate, independent’ and refer to a member of any independent 
family, in particular one with which one has a special connection, typically that 
of one’s wife. 


4.75  Wifes brothers wife 

Apparently, the Indo-European man would have no specific word for the wife 
of his wifes brother who would simply be a socially insignificant member of the 
"sisterhood" of his wifes paternal household. 


4.7.6 Brothers wife (mans point of view) 

No distinct term known; likely not distinguished from 4.7.3. 

5 Marital status 

In this section we will have a brief overview of the inventory of inherited terms 


for ‘husband’ and ‘wife, young men and girls before the marriageable age, and, at 
the other end of the scale, widows and widowers. 


357 See Olsen (2013: 210) on the o-grade in the root. 
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5.1 Husband 


The best candidate for an Indo-European word for ‘husband’ is *pótis with the 
primary meaning master 279 Ved. páti- (RV+) and Av. paiti- have the meaning 
‘husband;°? and so do Gk. nöoıg (Il.+),3® Lith. páts,?$! and Toch.A pats, Toch.B 
pets?*? while Goth. Jobs occurs in the compound brüp-faps ‘bridegroom. Thus 
the *pötis, pure and simple, as the master of his wife and children, occupies the 
lowest position in the hierarchy of masters over social units, ranking directly un- 
der the master of the house, *déms potis, who in turn ranks under the master of 
the clan, etc. (cf. Benveniste 1969: 291f.). 

The ultimate etymological background of *pötis is a bone of contention,?°? but 
for our purposes it is sufficient to point out the semantic identity between ‘master’ 
and ‘husband. 

Not surprisingly, *uiHró- ‘hero, (mature) man’ is also used with the meaning 
‘husband’ in several branches, as Ved. virá-, Lat. vir, Oir. fer, OEng. wer, Lith. 
vyras. According to McCone’s 1987 seminal study, the stage of *uiHró- corre- 
sponds to the age set between youth and old age where a man, if he did not con- 
tinue his institutionalized war-like activities, would typically leave his war band, 
settle down and marry. 

A remarkable similarity between Greek and Armenian usage, as pointed out 
by de Lamberterie (1997), is the agreement on using the pair *hzner : *g"énh; 
‘man : ‘woman in the extended meaning ‘husband’ : ‘wife’: Gr. avijp : yuvý ~ 
Arm. ayr : kin. 

Naturally, there are several new creations within the individual branches, e.g., 
Lat. maritus, perhaps originally ‘provided with a young woman, from an *-ih2- 
stem *morih;-59* with cognates in Ved. márya- ‘young man, YAv. mairiia- 'scoun- 
drel, Gk. ueipa& ‘young girl, boy; W morwyn ‘girl, maider (Leumann 1977: 334).?°° 


358 Buck (1988 [1949]: 95-7), Szemerényi (1977: 72f.), IEW (842), Mallory & Adams (1997: 
371). 

359 EWAia (II 73£). 

360 GEW (1584), Beekes (2010a: 1225). 

361 Derksen (2015: 346). 

362 Adams (2013: 431). 

363 Cf. Pinault (2017b) for discussion and references. 

364 Ernout & Meillet (387), WH (II 4of.), de Vaan (2008: 365). 

365 Cf. also Schrijver (1991: 459f.) on the root vocalism. 
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5.2 Wife 


If the primary word for ‘husband’ was *pötis one might expect that ‘wife’®°° would 
be expressed by the corresponding feminine, and indeed Ved. pátni- (RV+) may 
be used in this sense.?°” However, the usual meaning of *pötnihz- is rather a hon- 
orific ‘mistress, lady, thus also the Vedic form, as well as Av. paYni- ‘mistress’ and 
Gk. zórvia (Myc. po-ti-ni-ja), especially used about goddesses.?5* In Baltic, the 
word for ‘wife’ even derives from the compound meaning ‘mistress of the house, 
Lith. vies-patni, OPr. wais-pattin,>® cf. Ved. vispátni- ‘female ruler, mistress. As 
argued by Pinault (2017b: 342), "pótnih;- appears to be a Core Indo-European 
analogical formation after *hsregnihz- ‘queen, based on a masculine n-stem. The 
old form *pótih;- would be preserved in Toch.B. obl.sg.fem. epetso ‘consort, wife. 

Often the general term for ‘woman, "g"énh;-?"? or a related formation, is also 
used to denote the wife, thus Ved. jáni-, Av. Joint. 271 Gk. yvvn (Myc. ku-na-ja),?7? 
Arm. kin,?7? Oir. ben,?7* Goth. quens, ON kván, kven (< *kweni-), ON kona, OHG 
quena (< *kwenon-),?75 OPr. genna; OCS Zena.?”® 

In a cultural context, this all makes good sense: any married man is a person 
of authority, and any married woman is under the dominance of her husband 
even if she, in the special position as wife of the pater familias, may have a certain 
authority over the other women of the household. Moreover, one would assume 
that girls in early Indo-European societies married as teenagers, so that becoming 
a ‘woman and a ‘wife’ would be more or less coincidental. 

Szemerényi (l.c.) tries to derive the word for ‘woman, wife’ from ‘cow’ which 
is formally unacceptable (the only common element being the initial *g"-) but 
not without semantic parallels, such as MIr. ander ‘young girl’ beside MW an- 


366 Szemerényi (1977: 73-84), Buck (1988 [1949]: 95-7), Mallory & Adams (1997: 642 and 
2006: 208). 

367 EWAia (II 74£.). 

368 GEW (II 586f.), Beekes (20102: 1926f.). 

369 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 1245), Derksen (2015: 502). 

370 IEW 473f., Mallory & Adams (1997: 648 and 2006: 204), NIL 177-85 

371 EWAia (I 568f.). 

372 GEW (I 333-5), Beekes (2010a: 291f.). 

373 Martirosyan (2010: 363f.). Cf. also Olsen (1999: 172-4). 

374 LEIA B-31f., Matasović (2009: ot) 

375 Kroonen (2013: 317). 

376 Derksen (2008: 558). Cf. also Kloekhorst (2008: 501-5) on Hitt. *kuuan- ‘woman, Luw. 
uäna-. 
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neir ‘young cow 277 The idea of husband and wife as two draught animals under 
the same yoke is expressed by the compound *sm- or *kom-iug- in Lat. con-iux 
‘spouse, Gk. oú-¢vyoç ‘yoked together, esp. by marriage. 

Another term shared by Indo-Iranian and Germanic is "priHo/ali;-, derived 
from the root "preiH- ‘be familiar with, dear to (LIV? 490), cf. Ved. priyá- ‘dear, 
own, Av. friia- ‘dear, friendly,?7® but also substantivized in the fem. in Skt. (MBh+) 
as priya- ‘mistress, wife, corresponding to PGmc. *frija- 'free?7? = W rhydd ‘id, 
again with a feminine substantivization in OEng. frige ‘wife, ON Frigg 'Odins 
wife’ and OHG Frija *Wotans wife. The corresponding denominative verb frijon 
in Gothic means ‘love’ as opposed to MLG vrien ‘propose, marry’ > Dan. fri ‘pro- 
pose. 

This whole word family suggests a society where the well-known and familiar, 
one’s own family or property, was also dear, in opposition, one would think, to the 
unfamiliar, inferior and unfree outside of one’s own social sphere. It is suggestive 
that the association of this root with the notion of freedom is common to Ger- 
manic and Celtic, as so many terms related to social structure. In Middle Welsh 
gwr ryd ‘freemar is directly opposed to ‘bondsman, serf or slave’; in Middle Cor- 
nish gor-ryth and bynyn-ryth simply acquired the meaning of ‘male’ and ‘female’ 
respectively (Schrijver 1995: 236). 

As for Gk. öap ‘wife, an etymological connection with the old word for ‘sister’ 
was considered unlikely (1.7). Alternatively, it has been suggested that the original 
meaning was something like ‘confidential intercourse, company’ on account of 
the verb dapilw ‘have a private conversation, consort with someone intimately, 
chat’ (cf. Beekes 2010a: 1042). However, as argued by Chantraine (2009 [1968- 
80]: 743f.), the semantic development is rather the other way round. In the three 
Homeric attestations of the verb (Il. 6.516, 22.127 and 22.128), the context is an 
intimate conversation between a man and a woman, thus Il. 6.514-16: 


alya Ò énerra 

“Extopa diov Ereruev ddelgedy, eur’ kp’ Zuclle 

oTpéyeo9' èx yop 691 fj óápiCe yuvaıki 

Speedily then he overtook goodly Hector, his brother, even as he was about to 
turn back from the place where he had dallied with his wife. 


377 LÉIA A-76, Matasovic (2009: 35). 
378 EWAia (Il 189f.). 
379 Kroonen (2013: 155). 


1+ 5.2 Kin, clan and community in Proto-Indo-European society 143 


Here the "dallying" refers to the last, emotional meeting of Hector and Androma- 
che before Hector sets out for his final fatal encounter with Achilles. 

The etymological background of dap remains obscure, and even its proper 
meaning is not entirely clear. It is only attested twice in the Iliad - Il. 9.327: 


ws Kal yw noÀÀc uEv dimwous vierge lavov, 

Auara 6’ aiuatdevta dıempnooov noAeuiov, 

&vópáoi uepváuevoc ddpwv Eveka operepáov 

even so was I wont to watch through many a sleepless night, and bloody days 
did I pass in battle, fighting with warriors for their womens sake 


- and Il. 5.486 (where @peoo: probably stands for ó&peoor): 


tovy Ô’ Eotnkas, &ràp od" KAAoıcı KEAEvEIC 

aoto uevéuev xal áuvvéuevou dpeoot 

whereas thou standest and dost not even urge thy hosts to abide and defend 
their wives. 


In none of these cases it is clear whether the warriors are fighting for/defending 
their own ‘wives’ or just the ‘women of their respective households: The gloss 
(Hes.) óapac' yauovg, oi dé yuvaixac seems to indicate that the proper meaning 
was ‘the married women of a household. 

On the basis of this semantic precision, we may get closer to a plausible et- 
ymological explanation (cf. also Pinault 2013: 241 and 2017a: 101): with a pro- 
to-form *uohar « *uosr there are three candidates for an inherited root *ues-: one 
‘dress’ (LIV? 692£), one ‘pasture’ (LIV? 693f.) and one ‘buy/sell’ (LIV? 693). The 
first must be excluded for semantic reasons, and even though a bride is often ex- 
plicitly characterized by her splendid dress, the second is almost equally unlikely 
- a derivative *uos-r would be expected to mean the dress rather than the wom- 
an wearing it. The concept of purchase, on the other hand, is hardly out of the 
question in connection with Indo-European marriage customs (cf. chapter IX). 
At least we have a common term for ‘bride-price’ in Gk. pl. £óvo, OEng. wituma, 
OCS věno (cf. Mallory e Adams 1997: 82f., and Hector himself is reported to have 
brought a lavish bride-price for Andromache (Il. 22.472): 


Duer TH Gre uiv kopu9aíoAoc HydyeD “Extwp 
éx Ôóuov Hetiwvos, énei nópe uupía Eöva 
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on the day when Hector of the flashing helm led her as his bride forth from the 
house of Eetion, after he had brought bride-gifts past counting. 


The root *ues- ‘buy/sell’ is best known from the nominal derivative *ue/osno- 
‘purchase; with Lat. vernum ‘that which is sold’ and Arm. gin (0-st.) ‘price’ showing 
e-grade, Gk. wvoc ‘purchase price, buy’ showing o-grade, and Ved. vasná- 'pur- 
chase price’ being ambiguous. As pointed out by Kloekhorst (2008: 930f.), the 
Hittite denominative usniya- ‘put up for sale’ beside the primary verb wasi ‘buys’ 
further testifies to a zero grade stem *us-no-. This remarkable apophonic variation 
in a thematic stem, *uesno-/*uosno-/*usno-, clearly points to an original ablauting 
consonant stem, though the paradigm was most likely a heteroclitic rather than 
Kloekhorst’s own suggestion of an n-stem,?8° presumably *uös-r/*ues-n-s ~ *us- 
n-ös like *uód-r/*uéd-n-s ~ *ud-n-ós ‘water. The meaning of *uós-r would then be 
something like ‘purchase’ with practically the same interpretation as Pinault’s “ex- 
changed good” (2013: 241) or "[person] pledged in exchange]” (20172: 101). If this 
turns out to be the true background of dap, it would bring us back to a time where 
young brides were ‘bought’ or exchanged for the loss of labour on the part of their 
fathers, a quite common practice in pastoralist societies even to the present day. It 
is hardly unreasonable to assume that such a practice may also have existed back 
in Proto-Indo-European society on the Pontic-Caspian steppe.?®! 

A number of more explicit expressions may be exemplified by Gk. &Aoyoc, 
Serb.CS sulogs ‘wife’ < *sm-log"o-, lit. 'bed-fellow: 


5.3 Unmarried man 


As far as we can see, the proto-language had no specific word for ‘unmarried man. 
The focus would rather have been on a mans age set and social surroundings, as 
a civilian or member of a Mannerbund, than his marital status. C£, however, 5.5 
on a possible interpretation of Gk. 7/9e0¢ "bachelor. 


> 


380 Cf. the similar variation in the word for ‘sleep, *suepno- with e-grade in ON svefn, *suop- 
no- (> *sopno-) with o-grade in Lith. sápnas, and *supno- with zero grade in Gk. ó7rvoc, 
with a trace of the r-alternant in Lat. sopor ‘deep sleep. 

381 As recorded by Klingenschmitt (2008: 409f.), the tradition of paying a bride-price, Lith. 
*krienas (gen. krieno; root *k"reih;- buy’), survived in Lithuania until the beginning of 
the 17th century. As a striking match, Klingenscmitt (l.c.) adds MIr. tochra “Kaufpreis 
für die Braut" < *to-k"riio- < *k"rih;-o-. 
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5.4 Unmarried woman 


Since a girl would usually have married at an early age the relevant terms would 
mean something like ‘young marriageable girl, for which there are several words 
in the individual branches, but hardly any common general term. 


5.5 Widow 


A common expression for *widow'?*? at least seems to go back to Core Indo-Euro- 
Dean. 287 A protoform *(H)uid"euah;- is generally assumed for Ved. vidhdva-, Av. 
vidauua-,?®* Lat. vidua (Naev+),°85 OPr. widdewu and OCS voedova,*** while the 
Celtic forms, Oir. fedb ‘widow, MW gweddw ‘widowed’ (used of both genders)?*7 
point to a variant in in *-(u)uahz-, rather than *-euah2-. A protoform in *-uuahz- 
or *-uHah;- is also assumed for the Germanic secondary n-stem, Goth. widuwo, 
OEng. widuwe, OHG wituwa.?®® Cf. also Alb. ve ‘widow, whether inherited or 
borrowed from Latin (Orel 1998: 497). 

The further analysis presents a whole series of problems, formal as well as 
semantic: are we dealing with an original thematic adjective, and if so, what is the 
semantic relationship between the widespread feminine and the more sporadical- 
ly attested masculine? How do we explain the apparent ablaut difference between 
the Indo-Iranian, Latin and Balto-Slavic forms on the one hand, and the Celtic 
and Germanic on the other? And what is the etymological background? 

In Latin, an adjective viduus ‘deprived (esp. of husband or wife)’ is attested in 
all genders,?*? and in Greek, 1ideog (m) ‘bachelor’ has been suggested as a pos- 
sible cognate, though it is a matter of controversy whether we are dealing with 
an original thematic adjective or the masculine is based on an originally more 


382 Buck (1988 [1949]: 131), IEW (1127f.), Szemerényi (1977: 85-7), Mallory & Adams (1997: 
642 and 2006: 208). 

383 The meaning of Hitt. *^-udati-, often adduced as a cognate (Szemerényi 1977, Mallory & 
Adams 1997, 2006), is unclear (Tischler 2001: 245: “Witwe? ‘Ziehmutter’?”). The word 
is not included in Kloekhorst (2008). 

384 EWAia (II 556). 

385 Ernout & Meillet (734), WH (II 785), de Vaan (2008: 676f.). 

386 Derksen (2008: 536). 

387 Matasović (2009: 420f.). 

388 Casaretto (2004: 230f.), Kroonen (2013: 585). 

389 Cf. Plaut. Mer. 829: plures viri sint uidui quam nunc mulieres “now more men are spouse- 
less than women”. 
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common feminine. Thus Ernout & Meillet (1.c.) conclude that "[l]es formes mas- 
culines et neutres [of Latin] ont sans doute été faites sur le féminin uidua, qui seul 
parait ancien??? while de Vaan (l.c.) assumes the primacy of the o-stem adjective, 
arguing that since the word is most common in the feminine, “it is unlikely that 
the f. noun was original, and adjectivized without any suffix in Latin and Greek" 

The meaning of Gk. 7[/9&0c (Il.+) is bachelor, young unmarried man, typically 
mentioned in juxtaposition with the word for ‘maiden, young unmarried girl, 
nap9£voc or mapVevixH, e.g., Il. 18.567: napYevıcal dé Kal Hideo, Il. 18.593: 7]f9&01 
Kai napdevoı, and Il. 22.127-8: 


To dapılEuevaı, & re mapVévoc HidEdc TE, 

nap9évoc Hideds Téapiletov &AArjAouv 

even as youth and maiden - youth and maiden! - hold dalliance one with the 
other. 


In Od. 6.62-3, r[i9£01 is contrasted with the married sons of the same household: 


névte Aë voi pidor viec Evi ueyápoic yeyáaow, 

oi Ov’ onviovtec, Tpeig Ö’ rji9eo: 9aAéOovrec 

and thou hast five sons living in thy halls - two wedded, but three are sturdy 
bachelors. 


If ġeoç and Lat. vidua etc. are related at all, we have to address both the formal 
and the semantic aspect. According to Beekes (1992: 172-6 and 20102: 512), the in- 
itial 7- may be explained as metrical lengthening of a prothetic *h,-, and following 
an idea by Lubotsky (1994),39! de Vaan (2008: 677) explains vi- as *h,ui- where 
the initial *h,- was dissimilated from d- because of the following "-d^-. Still, the 
semantic divergence between ‘bachelor’ and ‘widow’ is not easily overcome. 

As for the contrast between the stem forms in "-euo/ah;- and *-uuahz- (or 
*-uh;-, extended to an -ön-stem in Germanic),??? Beekes (1992) assumed that the 
proto-language originally had a u-stem adjective with an ablauting feminine in 
*-uh;- (not the expected "-uili;-). This was allegedly only preserved in the West- 


390 Similarly Leumann 1977: 266 and 284, and Mallory & Adams 1997: 642. 

391 Lubotsky (1994: 201) points to the long scansion of the augment in the Vedic aorist 
ávidhat. 

392 Thus Kroonen (2013: 585). Beekes (1992) claims that the antevocalic -uw- of the Ger- 
manic forms can only represent *-uH-, but if the semi-vowel was preceded by the con- 
sonant cluster *-d'h,- (see following page), a Sievers variant is equally possible. 
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ern languages, Celtic and Germanic, while the other languages created a thematic 
derivative in *-euo- whose feminine in *-eyah2- subsequently replaced the old 
form in Indo-Iranian, Italic and Balto-Slavic. 

Whether this scenario is correct in all details is difficult to say, but at least it 
seems a reasonable assumption that a feminine in *-uh2- and/or *-uali;- repre- 
sents an archaism. The pattern is strikingly reminiscent of the adjectives of ma- 
terial where, as demonstrated by Hajnal (19942) on the basis of Mycenaean evi- 
dence, a masc./neut. in *-eio- corresponds to a fem. in *-ih;-/-iah;-. 

Before we move into a deeper analysis of the term for ‘widow, we have to look into 
the suggestions concerning its etymological background. According to some schol- 
ars??? we are dealing with a compound consisting of the prefix *ui- or *Hui- ‘apart’ 
(*h,ui- < *dui- as suggested by Lubotsky?) + a derivative of the root *dreh,- ‘put, i.e., 
*(Hui-d'h;-uh;- or *(H)ui-d"h;-uuah;- beside *(H)ui-d"h,euo-. The same elements 
are assumed to be present in the Latin verb divido ‘separate, divide, distribute’ (de 
Vaan (2008: 174) and Toch.A.B. wätk- ‘separate, distinguish, decide: 

For the semantics, Beekes (1992: 185) discusses the German verb verteilen, Dutch 
verdelen, whose original meaning would have been ‘make (something) into parts’: 


From this basis it can mean ‘to separate’ and, if the parts are meant as shares 
for people, ‘to distribute’ ... Now the question is whether a root with this 
basic meaning is cognate with ‘widow’ I think this is impossible. A widow 
was not made into parts ... Also, the widow was not separated from her 
husband; this would indicate a divorce. Then, it seems to me that the basic 
meaning of the verb is exactly what one would expect if it arose from *vi 
d'eh- ‘to place apart. 


Beekes concludes that the syntagm underlying ‘widow’ is of Indo-European date, 
but also that Skt. vidh- ‘distribute; resting on an Indian development of vi dha- has 
no direct relevance. 

A quite different approach is suggested by Tichy (1993: 16f.), who proposes 
an adjective of appurtenance derived from a u-stem *h,uid"u-, allegedly “tödlich 
getroffen"??^ The corresponding collective would denote the family of the victim, 
specialized in the feminine gender as the widow. This explanation, which is ac- 
cepted in LIV?: 294,??5 has the advantage of accounting for the non-Ionian form 


393 Cf. Beekes (1992: 184f.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 642). 
394 Tichy does not adress the above-mentioned ablaut difference. 
395 Root *hzuied"- as in Ved. vidhyati, pret. ávidhyat ‘wound, shoot’ (EWAia II, 591f.). Cf. 
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&i9&0- for gieoc (l.c., note 27) which would point to an initial *h.-. However, 
from a semantic point of view it may be objected that, even in a violent society, 
there are other ways for a man to die than being stabbed to death, and that not all 
the male relatives of a war victim would be bachelors. 

Naturally, we cannot know the status of widows in the oldest Indo-European 
society, and it is dangerous to conclude anything from the literary evidence ofa single 
branch, however archaic a cultural stage it may mirror. Nevertheless, as we will see, a 
brief look at the Old Indic evidence may shed some light on the underlying semantics. 

In the Rigveda, vidhava- ‘widow’ is attested three times. The first of these, RV 
4.18.12 (Indra), gives no particular clues: 


kás te mätäram vidhávàm acakrac chayum kás tvam ajighansac cárantam 
Who made your mother a widow? Who tried to smash you as you lay, as you 
wandered? 


The two others, however, both found in the same hymn to the Asvins, RV 10.40, 
are highly interesting. In the second verse, the following question is asked: 


kó vam sayutrá vidhäveva deváram 

maryám ná yósà krnute sadhástha à 

Who takes you to bed, like a widow her brother-in-law, or to a rendez-vous like 
a maiden a dashing youth? 


This is an unequivocal description of the levirate marriage custom where a widow 
marries a brother of her deceased husband.??5 In the eighth verse, it goes on: 


yuvám ha krsam yuvám asvinà sayum yuvám vidhántam vidhavam 
urusyathah 


In Jamison & Brereton’s translation, this is rendered: 
You two made wide space for Kr$a, you for Säyu, o Agvins, you for the worshiper 
and the widow 


also Casaretto (2004: 231): "Anders und besser". 
396 Cf. also VII + 2.1.1 on levirate marriage in Jewish tradition as prescribed in Deut. 25.5., 
and on the institution among the Hittites, for which see also IX - 2. 
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- that is, vidhántam vidhávām is taken as an asyndetic connection between ‘the 
worshiper, vidhántam, and ‘the widow, vidhava, without yuvám ‘you’ that intro- 
duces the other elements of the chain. Thus, vidhántam is interpreted as a sub- 
stantivized participle of the aorist stem vidhá- in the meaning ‘worship. 

In Hoffmanns thorough investigation (1969: 3), the stem vidh- is translated 
"einem genug, zu seiner Zufriedenheit zuteilen, einem (durch Zuteilung) Genüge 
tun, einen (Dat.) zufriedenstellen" 

This analysis is followed in Mayrhofer's dictionary (EWAia II 555f.) where the 
Vedic thematic aorist stem vidhá-, originally a collocation of *ui- (perhaps *dui- > 
h,ui- as per Lubotsky) + -d"h,e-, is rendered “zuteilen, Genüge tun, zufriedenstel- 
len’, much like the synchronically transparent compound verb vi-dha- which also 
has the meaning ‘distribute, apportion, grant, bestow. Now, if we try to apply this 
semantic shade to our analysis of the *widow' word, the original meaning would 
be something like ‘die Zugeteilte, the allotted one’ rather than the more demean- 
ing ‘someone (f.) put aside’ 

Despite Beekes’ rejection of a deeper connection between Ved. vidh- and 
vidhavä-, this makes perfect sense if a widow, as suggested in RV 10.40.2, was in 
fact 'allotted' to the dead husband's brother. The idea of such an institution, which 
is usually associated with patrilineal societies, would be to secure both the chil- 
dren and the heritage of the male lineage within the household. If all the heritage 
of the family goes to the oldest son and he dies, leaving a widow and (male) chil- 
dren, it is only natural if the whole package is left to the second in line. 

Thus, we get a better understanding of the elegant word play in RV 10.40.8: 
vidhántam vidhávam is one syntagm where the vidhavam is the (allotted one >) 
widow who gives satisfaction (vidhántam) by bestowing the family fortune and 
male offspring on the second son of the family after the death of her husband. 

The adjectival meaning ‘deprived’ attested in Latin viduus would be secondary 
after the lexicalization of the feminine as ‘widow. 

This analysis, however, does not make much sense for Gk. 7/9eoc. A free, un- 
married young man is certainly not a widower, and it would be quite far-fetched 
to see an immediate connection between *widow' and "bachelor: Apparently the 
young lads referred to in the Iliad are not even betrothed yet. In this perspective, 
one may perhaps suggest a transposit "sue-h,ui-d'h;e-uo-, possibly influenced 
by the extinct feminine and with the approximate meaning ‘someone (m) left to 
himself, with only himself to take care of? cf. Ved. svadhá- 'Eigenheit, Eigenkraft 
(EWAia II: 786) and probably Gk. 77905 ‘custom, usage. This analysis has the ad- 
vantage of regularly yielding an initial Gk. *e- with the expected vowel quality and 
quantity without recurring to metrical lengthening. 
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Naturally, not all widows have occupied the privileged role as mothers of an heir. 
Even in the earliest pastoralist societies, there must have been unfortunate widows 
of younger sons, unfree members of the society, and war victims, but what mattered 
from the point of view of the community was apparently the continuation of the male 
line and the maintenance of the family fortune. At least this factor seems to have 
determined the Benennungsmotiv in Proto-Indo-European times. 

While the stem of the ‘widow’ word may thus survive indirectly in Greek, 
the concept is here rendered by another lexeme, yrjpa, Ion. yrpn (Il.+) with the 
later adjective yijpoc ‘widowed, orphaned, bereft.??” Xrpa is internally related to 
xnpwotai (m.pl.) = of uakpodev ovyyeveic, interpreted as “far-off kinsmen, who 
inherit from a deceased person lacking closer relatives" (Beekes l.c., following 
GEW) or *who divide the property of somebody who died without sons, usur- 
pors” de Vaan (2008: 283). An external cognate is found in Lat. herës, -ēdis ‘heir’ 
(de Vaan l.c., Ernout & Meillet 292, WH I 641f.). 

The etymological background of y#pa is most often assumed to be a ro-deriv- 
ative of the root *g"eh,- "zurücklassen" (LIV? 173), which would make the widow 
‘the one (f) left behind, and on this basis one may postulate a corresponding 
neuter *gteh,-röm ‘what is left behind; i.e., ‘heritage’ Still, the morphological rela- 
tion between this original adjective and Gk. yypwotai on the one hand, Lat. herës 
on the other is uncertain (Ernout & Meillet 292). Beekes's suggestion (1975) of 
an ablauting d-stem "$^eh;r-od-, -ed-m, -d-os is rightly rejected by Dunkel (1987: 
93) because the meaning of the suffix is unclear??? Neither is Nussbaum’ theory 
(apud de Vaan, l.c.) of a suffix conglomerate *-e-ed- with relations to the Latin 
type in -edo (e.g., frigedo ‘(sense of) cold’) enlightening, on account of the other- 
wise clear association between this type on the one hand and s-stems and stative 
verbs on the other 299 

What is left is then an explanation of heres and yypwotai as compounds. Ac- 
cording to one variant of the compound theory, the final member corresponds 
to the Vedic compound verb à-dà- ‘accept; but this is unlikely for structural rea- 
sons (compound verbal stem at the end of a nominal compound). Alternative- 
ly, the root "/;ed- ‘eat’ has been suggested (Dunkel l.c.),*° and this is surely the 
most likely explanation, especially in consideration of the evidence for related 


397 GEW (II 1075), Beekes (2010: 1630). 

398 One must disagree with de Vaan’s remark (2008: 283) that this “in itself [is] not a strong 
argument" 

399 Cf. Olsen (2010a: 154-7) with discussion and references. 

400 Accepted by Beekes (20102: 1632), but considered unconvincing by de Vaan (1.c.) simply 
because a collocation of the two stems is not attested elsewhere. 
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phraseology in Greek, Hittite and Vedic adduced by Dunkel where usurpers and 
sponges “eat the house” of the rightful owner. The compound is interpreted as a 
metaphor belonging to the “indogermanische Richtersprache” for “collateral heirs 
and usurpers of households outside the direct line of descent’, but while the gloss- 
ing oí uakpó9ev ovyyeveic ‘distant relatives to some extent preserves the original 
semantic shading, Lat. herës has assumed the more general meaning of ‘heir’ 

Formally, the Greek compound is convincingly analysed by Dunkel as go- 
ing back to a protoform "£^eli;ro-h;d- + agentive suffix *-tah2-, while the é-vowel 
of heres is explained as deriving from a lengthened grade root *-h,éd-; another 
possibility would be analogical influence from the verb, as perhaps also in Gk. 
@unorng ‘eating raw food; a close cognate of Ved. ämäd- id. 

Another branch where the old word for ‘widow’ has been substituted by a 
different lexeme is Armenian. The origin of Arm. ayri ‘widow, sporadically also 
‘widower’? (cf. Martirosyan 2010: 63f. and Olsen 1999: 446), is not quite clear, 
but what seems to be the most likely explanation goes back to Dumézil (1940: 69), 
who suggested a background as a privative compound “*n-ner-iyä-” ‘without a 
man/husband; i.e., in modern terms *y-h2nér-iahz- > *ananiria- > *aniria- (hap- 
lology) > ayri.4°? Martirosyan (l.c.) has further drawn attention to the dialectally 
ubiquitous compound *orb-ew-ayri, originally orphan-and-widow, in the mean- 
ing widow 203 This designation underlines the ‘package’ of widow and young 
children that would have been common in a society with short life expectancy for 
men, but obviously we do not know when the compound was coined. A similar 
linking of ‘orphan’ and ‘widow is found in Hittite uannum(m)iia- with DUMU 
(son) and MUNUS (woman) respectively, cf. 11 + 7.4. 

The archaic Germanic *widuwon- did not survive in Nordic where it was re- 
placed by *ainakjon- > ON ekkja, Nw. enkja, Sw. ánka, Dan. enke, derived from 
the same stem as ON einka and einkum 'especially, very; originally the gen. and 


401 Hérés has an old acc.sg. hérem (Naevius), probably patterned on the nominative and 
continued in Fr. hoir (Ernout & Meillet l.c.). 

402 The Bible has almost 80 attestations of ayri in the meaning ‘widow, none in the mean- 
ing ‘widower. For the alternative solution ‘woman connected with a man, i.e, ayr + 
adjective suffix -i, cf. Clackson (1994: 93 and 219-20). Against this suggestion, it must 
be objected that a widow obviously does not have a husband any more, so the expected 
meaning of such a derivative would rather be ‘married woman. This meaning, on the 
other hand, is exactly what we find with the hypostatic arambi, derived from the inst.sg. 
aramb of ayr ‘man, husband. 

403 *anir- > ayr- as in *h2nér > ayr ‘man; regular apocope of final vowel. 

404 As with the simplex ayri, the alternative meaning ‘widower is probably secondary. 
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dat.pl. of an adjective *eink (cf. Holthausen 1948: 47-8). As a protoform one may 
perhaps assume an old compound *Hoino-g"(h;)o- ‘going alone’ since the Ger- 
manic -k- is not an established suffix.*°5 


5.6 Widower 


Since a mans legal status does not change in the case of his wifes death, whether 
he remarries or not, there is no specific Indo-European term for ‘widower. In the 
individual branches, a masculine is often derived from the older feminine *wid- 
ow, e.g., Lat. vidua > viduus. 


6 Other members of the household 


Apart from the extended family, in principle consisting of the pater familias, 
his wife, sons and daughters-in-law, unmarried daughters and grandchildren, 
a household could include foster-children (probably often blood relatives), or- 
phans, and servants or slaves. 


6.1 Fosterage 


Even though it may be difficult to pinpoint an inherited vocabulary indicating 
fosterage,*?5 there is sufficient circumstantial evidence to suggest that such an 
institution was in fact quite common. As we have seen under 3.1.2, the widespread 
and well-known close relationship between young boys and their maternal uncles 
is best understood in a context of fosterage. The boys would be out of harms way 
from their paternal homes where rivalry between brothers was always a risk, and 
at the same time, they would strengthen the alliance with the mother's family and 
have a chance to learn military skills in a familiar environment. In old Germanic 
societies, the practice of sending young boys into fosterage seems to have been 
institutionalized as a means of enlarging their social network (cf. vi - 1.2 with 
references). 


405 "g"o > ka as in *g"olb^o- > *kalbaz ‘calf’. There is no trace of aspiration by the laryngeal, 
but *g"V- may have been analogically introduced from the verbal stem. 
406 Buck (1988 [1949]: 128f). 
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Most often words for foster-children are derived from a root meaning 'nourish, 
feed’ (cf. Bremmer 1976: 73), at least in Italic and Celtic, thus Oir. comalt ‘nourish- 
ment’ and ‘foster-brother’, comalta 'foster-brother or -sister, altru 'foster-father' 
from *hzal- ‘nourish’ (LEIA A-57). In Celtic there is even a specific term for ‘fos- 
ter-uncle; MW athrawon < *altr-awon- (Matasović 2009: 31), where -awon- more 
precisely indicates the mother's brother. 

A feminine noun denoting an ‘insider, someone brought up within the house, 
is Oir. inailt < *h;en-haaltih;- ‘maidservant. This is opposed to the word for 
‘daughter, Oir. ingen < *h,eni-genh,ahz- who is actually born, not just brought up, 
in the household (1.5). 

The root *hzal- ‘nourish’ is also represented in Lat. alumnus ‘nursling, fos- 
ter-son, originally a middle participle *h2alo-mh,no- (cf. Olsen 2018). 

For the other part of the relationship, the stepmother or stepfather, we may 
mention Lat. noverca (Pl) ‘stepmother. The formation is considered morpholog- 
ically obscure,?” but one may consider a compound *neuo-uerikahz- or *-uori- 
kah;- ‘new warden. Cf. also 3.1.1 on Gk. uytpviý, Arm. mawru 'stepmother,**5 and 
il: 7.3 on the Anatolian terminology for stepparents and stepchildren. 


6.2 Orphan 


The correspondence between Arm. orb (o-st.) 'orphan, fatherless child' (Olsen 
1999: 18f., Martirosyan 2010: 535f.), Lat. orbus ‘bereft, childless; orphan’ (de Vaan 
2008: 433), and Gk. öppavöc ‘orphan; bereft, abandoned’ (Beekes 2010a: 1113f.)*?? 
secures the Core Indo-European status of a word for ‘orphan, or perhaps more ac- 
curately fatherless child.*!° At an early stage, the word was also borrowed, prob- 
ably from early Indo-Iranian, into Finno-Ugric, e.g., Finn. orpo ‘orphan. The un- 
derlying root is found in Hitt. harp- < *h3orb"- whose primary meaning according 


407 From novus with a formation reminiscent of Lupercus/Luperca from lupus ‘wolf’, cf. Le- 
umann (1977: I 337). 

408 For phonological reasons (*p- > h-/Ø-), Arm. yawray ‘stepfather’ is not, as usually as- 
sumed, a formal counterpart of mawru ‘stepmother. As surmised by Martirosyan (2010: 
492), the initial y- may derive from the prefix *h,en-; the suggested derivation of -ay 
from *-ah; is hardly possible, but an extended *-ahz-ti- would do, so the explanation that 
the stepfather would be someone “in fatherhood/paternal relations" seems quite likely. 

409 Suffix -avo- probably < *-nno-. 

410 Buck (1988 [1949]: 130), IEW (781f.), Mallory & Adams (1997: 411). 
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to Melchert (apud Kloekhorst 2008: 311) is ‘to separate oneself and (re)associate 
oneself elsewhere’ or ‘to change allegiance’4"! 

If a child's father dies and his mother marries the father’s brother, as suggested 
under the treatment of ‘widow’ (5.5), the child could thus adequately be designat- 
ed by a "b^orós-derivative of this root, *hzorb"ös, ‘a changer of allegiance’ or ‘turn- 
er, i.e., someone who is associated with a new master or father figure’ (notably 
his paternal uncle), though of course the same would be the case if the mother 
remarried outside the family. 

However, it is not only the fatherless child who is now taken over by some- 
body else; the same goes for the inheritance, at least if the child was son of a head 
of family or heir. This explains why a derivative of the word for ‘orphan, *h3or- 
bhio-, ‘that which pertains to the orphan, comes to mean ‘inheritance’ in Celtic 
and Germanic, perhaps, as suggested by Kroonen (2013: 33), a dialectal juridical 
innovation, or perhaps a case of semantic influence or even loan from Celtic into 
Germanic, thus in Celtic Oir. orb ‘heir’ (LEIA O-27), whence orbe (n, later m) 
‘inheritance’; and in Germanic Goth. arbi (Casaretto 2004: 129f.), OEng. ierfe, 
OS erbi, OHG arbi, erbi (n) ‘inheritance’ The picture is somewhat blurred by the 
existence of the ON a-stem arfr ‘inheritance’ which may perhaps be interpreted 
as the corresponding *b"öros-derivative where the abstract ‘change’ has assumed 
a more concrete meaning.*!? 

Nevertheless, as was also the case of widows, there must have been other or- 
phans whose fate was less fortunate than that of potential heirs. The family would 
probably take care of the sons of younger brothers, but for the children of war 
casualties or prisoners, life cannot have been easy. Andromaches prediction of 
the fate of her son Astyanax tells us a mild version of the attitude expected in a 
war-like society (Il. 22.487-98): 


iv nep yap nóÀeuov ye púyy MoAvdaxpvv Ayaiðv, 
aiei ToL TOUTW ye MOVOG kai KHOE’ óníooo 
Eooovr’. Ador yáp oi &movpíocovotv kpovpac. 


411 Weiss (2006) suggests the alternative basic meaning ‘turn, including Latin orbis ‘ring, 
orb, circle’ 

412 In a different way Casaretto (l.c.) also operates with a contrast between a *břóros- and 
a *b"orös-derivative, "órb"o- m. ‘Hinterlassenschaft, daneben die Personenbezeichnung 
*orb*6- m. “Hinterlassener”, assuming a Germanic *arba- in the meaning ‘heir as the 
basis of the ia-derivative. In Gothic, the meaning ‘heir’ is represented by the jan-stem 
arbja ‘the one connected with the heritance’ with the corresponding feminine jon-stem 
arbjö ‘heiress. 


I. 6.2 Kin, clan and community in Proto-Indo-European society ^ 155 


nuap 0 öppavıröv navagrjka maida "io ` 

návra A óneuviiuvke, óe0&kpvvrou dé napeia, 

devöuevog ÔÉ T’ ÖVELOL ÈÇ MaTpPdG Eraipovg, 

&AAov uàv yAaivys Epvwv, &AAov ÔÈ xırWvog 

tov 6’ éhenodvtwv KotvAny ric rvT90v ÈTÉOXE, 

xeihen uév T édinv’, bnepwnv 0 ook edinve. 

Tov Ó? xai dupadne Ex Öaıtbog éorvoéAite, 

xepoiv menAnyws kai öveideloowv Evioowv' 

Epp’ oüTwg ov ode ye MatHp ueradalvuraı guf 

Saxpvoeic dé T &veıoı zéi éc UNTEPa Vom ... 

For even though he escape the woeful war of the Achaeans, yet shall his portion 
be labour and sorrow in the aftertime, for others will take away his lands. The 
day of orphanhood cutteth a child off from the friends of his youth; ever is his 
head bowed low, and his cheeks are bathed in tears, and in his need the child 
hieth him to his father’s friends, plucking one by the cloak and another by the 
tunic; and of them that are touched with pity, one holdeth forth his cup for a 
moment: his lips he wetteth, but his palate he wetteth not. And one whose father 
and mother yet live thrusteth him from the feast with smiting of the hand, and 
chideth him with words of reviling: ‘Get thee gone, even as thou art! No father of 
thine feasteth in our company: Then in tears unto his widowed mother cometh 
back the child. 


The lot of such orphans that were not included as full members of the clan must 
have been a convenient source of hard labour, as illustrated by the meaning of 
OCS rabo ‘servant, slave, apparently also < *h3orb"6-.413 However, here a German- 
ic loanword is a distinct possibility since, as remarked by Vaillant (1974: 162), the 
Germanic tribes took their slaves from the Slavs. The idea of a loan relationship 
is strengthened by the fact that the Germanic and Slavic words for ‘(hard) work, 
labour’ are so remarkably similar that the suffix -ota in Sl. rabota ‘work’ may be 
an adaptation of the Germanic suffix of Goth. arbaips (f) ‘toil, labour’ (Casaret- 
to 2004: 515), OEng. earfod (f) ‘hardship, trouble; OHG arabeit (f) ‘labour’; cf. 
also the neuter ja-stem continued in ON erfide, OEng. earfede, OS arbédi ‘toil, 
labour’4!4 Perhaps the peculiar stem formation of the Germanic derivative?!’ re- 


413 From the same source, according to Kroonen (2013: 32f.), perhaps also ON arfr ‘ox’ from 
‘working animal. 

414 Cf. Vaillant (1974: 369). 

415 Goth. vb. arbaidjan; Germ. stem *arbaidi- beside *arbaipi-. 
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flects a deverbative ti-stem based on an unattested stative verb *h3orb"-eh,- ‘be a 
*hsorb'os' (cf. Casaretto l.c. with references). While the reason for the derivation- 
al difference between Goth. arbaips and the likewise isolated faheps ‘joy’ is unex- 
plained, the alternants -ai- and -e- at least both belong to the stative paradigm. *!$ 

In Gothic the indigenous word for ‘orphan’ which, as we have seen, was sub- 
ject to semantic change, was replaced by widuwairna « *widuwernan-, connected 
with the word for ‘widow’ (Casaretto 2004: 378f., Kroonen 2013: 585). Since a “suf- 
fix *-ern-”417 (thus Kroonen l.c.) cannot really be substantiated, it may be worth- 
while to look for another solution, perhaps a compound with *-uerno-, a themat- 
icization of *uermr ‘protection, cf. Ved. várman- ‘protection, armour’. According 
to this scenario the orphan would be a ‘widow-protegé; cf. also 6.1 on Lat. noverca. 


6.5 Servant, slave 


We cannot know for sure if the pastoralists of the Yamnaya steppe culture knew 
of actual slavery, but as discussed in detail by Nielsen Whitehead (forthcoming), 
an old word for ‘herdsman, shepherd’ ^ ‘slave’ is apparently preserved in Lat. 
servus,*!? deriving from a root *ser- (or perhaps *serhz/3u-)*!° ‘take care of’ or 
the like, which must at least go back to Core Indo-European. It is argued that the 
meaning of servus reflects a time when the main duty of male slaves was that of 


416 Assumed stative *fahe- ‘be glad, cf. Casaretto (2004: 513). Weiss (2006: 265f.) offers two 
alternative explanations of arbaips, a compound "hsorb^o-h;iti- 'circumitio (with se- 
mantic reference to (agri-)cultüra) and a hypostatic formation *h3orb"oiti- based on a 
thematic locative *hsorb"oi ‘in cultu' beside faheps which is interpreted as a hypostasis 
in *-ti- from an instrumental *pokeh, ‘with contentment. 

417 A similar "Ausgang" is found in *bewernön > ON perna, OHG diorna ‘maid. 

418 Cf. also de Vaan (2008: 559). 

419 Rasmussen's identification of the root as *serhzu- (1989: 98) depends on the interpreta- 
tion of Hitt. sarhuant- ‘foetus’ (but also ‘belly; innards’) as a substantivized participle, 
‘protecting. However, it is also possible to explain the Hittite noun as deriving from 
a protoform *h3orh2u-, also yielding (with Sievers Law) Gk. ópóa ‘intestine, gut’ (cf. 
Schindler 1969: 159f. and Olsen 20062: 239). Kloekhorst’s position (2008: 733), following 
an idea by Cop (1955: 403-6), is obviously untenable: *The only credible etymology [of 
$arhuant-] that I know of is by Cop ... who connected this word with Arm. argand 
‘womb. If Armenian sound laws permit it, we could reconstruct *srhzuent-”. With the 
regular sound change "rh » ara, however, Armenian sound laws do not permit it. 
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herding the flocks, while enslaved women would rather attend to the daily chores 
of housekeeping and attending to the family.*?° 

However, even if this seems to be an accurate account of ancient Roman soci- 
ety, a full etymological understanding is made difficult by the external cognates. 
From Celtic we have Archaic Irish serb < *serua- ‘theft’ (vb. fo-serba ‘pilfers, steals, 
e.g., pigs), and from Welsh herw ‘raid, outlawry. Rix (1994: 83) tries to account 
for the semantic discrepancy by assuming a development *Hirtentum ^ “Wan- 
derhirtentum’ > “Vagabundentum; but this does not immediately account for the 
further connection to Hittite saru ‘booty’ < *soru, identified by Watkins (1976).4?! 

For the Hittite word Rix (1994: 81) suggests a semantic change from 'in Acht 
Gehaltenes’ over 'gehütete Viehherde’ to the attested meaning "loot; which seems 
rather forced, considering its morphological structure as the basic u-stem under- 
lying the *-uo/uah;- derivatives in Core Indo-European and its isolated attesta- 
tion in Anatolian. According to Watkins himself, only the Anatolian and Celtic 
derivatives belong together, while servus is kept apart, which is equally disturbing 
in view of the formal similarity between Celtic and Italic that seems too strik- 
ing to be accidental. His plausible morphological analysis starts with an o-grade 
u-stem *soru (> Hitt. Saru) as the basis of a full-grade thematic/ah,-stem deriva- 
tive "seruolah;-, matching the pattern *doru : *deruo-/deruahz- ‘tree. 

Some scholars prefer to distinguish sharply between two separate roots, 
1. *ser- ‘take care of’ in, e.g., YAv. ni haraite ‘takes care, haratar- ‘guardian and 
2. *ser- ‘seize’ in, e.g., Gk. aipéw ‘take, grasp, Latv. sirt ‘loot’ (cf. LIV? 534f. and 
Nielsen Whitehead forthcoming), but their derivational patterns are so strikingly 
similar that one would prefer to unite them under one heading: in both cases 
we find some formations based on a simple root form *ser-, as we have already 
seen, and others with an apparent -u- or -uo-suflix: *seruo/ahz- with full grade in 
Lat. servare ‘watch over, look after, observe’ and probably Av. pasus-hauruuö spa 
‘sheep-dog;*?2 beside Oir. serb ‘theft, fo-serba ‘steals. 

A tentative primary meaning of the basic root may have been something like 
‘take as booty, whence ‘take into custody, include in one’s flock’ and finally ‘herd, 
take care of, watch. ‘Booty’ would originally have consisted of either prisoners, 
livestock or valuables,*?? typically taken by outlaws during their raids, and if the 


420 Cf. also the monographic treatment by Rix (1994). 

421 Cf. also Hamp (1984). 

422 The o-grade formations Gk. ópáw ‘look, see, obpoc ‘watcher, guardian’ do not necessarily 
belong to this root; e.g., Beekes (2010a: 1095-96) derives the Greek words from a root 
*uer- ‘observe, note, cf. e.g. OHG wara neman ‘observe. 

423 Cf. Watkins’ specification of wealth among the Indo-Europeans as consisting of hu- 
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suggested interpretation is correct, it is remarkable that the semantic core is only 
preserved in Anatolian, the first member of the Indo-European family to branch 
out, and in Celtic where the ancient practice of outlawry and cattle-raids was 
particularly tenacious. 

As for Lat. servus, an interpretation following the original meaning of the 
root as ‘specimen of human booty’ seems hazardous, considering derivatives like 
servare ‘watch over, look after, observe 273 Despite the historical identity with the 
Celtic derivatives, the semantic specialization of *seruo/ahz- as ‘herding, watch- 
ing’ must have been complete by the time of the coining of the masculine noun in 
Latin, as demonstrated by Nielsen Whitehead (forthcoming). 

The usual female counterpart of servus in Latin is the feminine diminutive an- 
cilla where the basic compound *h,mb*i-k”olh,o- is also found in Gk. &ugínoAoc 
(Il.+), mostly ‘female servant, and Skt. (lex.) abhi-cara- ‘servant’ beside pari-cará- 
(AV +), anu-cará- (SB) and anu-cari- (SB+, f) ‘id? (cf. also Rix 1994: 24-30). 

Other terms for ‘slave’ or ‘subordinate’ are mostly restricted to a single 
branch,??5 but it is at least worth noticing that the derivative denoting a free mem- 
ber of the society, *h,leud*ero- > Gk. &Aeüdepog, Lat. liber, from the root *h,leud"- 
‘grow (IEW 684f., LIV? 248f.) contains the contrastive suffix *-ero-, suggesting 
that there existed a group of the population that ranked below free men. 


7 Descendants and blood relatives 


For hierarchic patrilinear societies such as the Yamnaya and its more conservative 
descendants, the importance of the paternal blood line can hardly be overestimat- 
ed. The kin was everything, and only a male heir could secure the continuation of 
the ancestral line, increase the herds, and perform the inherited religious duties 
of the ancestors. 

In Ancient India, the recurring prayers to the gods were for long life, progeny 
and cattle. As throughout human history, well into modern times, early child- 
hood was a dangerous period, and infant mortality could reach staggering levels. 
Thus, e.g., Khokhlov (2016: 116-18) registers a mortality rate averaging 51.48% 
(for one site as much as 80%) for children aged 0-7 years from the Final Middle 


mans, large cattle, small cattle and metals (1979). 

424 A semantic development ‘prisoner’ > ‘slave’ is known from the participle *kapto- ‘taken’ 
(Lat. captus) in OEng. heeft ‘prisoner, slave; Oir. cacht ‘female servant, slave, W caeth 
‘slave’. 

425 Cf. Brugmann (1906b) for a rich collection of material. 
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Bronze Age Sintasha-Popatovka steppe culture. On this background, the wish for 
a young boy from the Atharva Veda (AV 2.28.1) must have been deadly serious: 


tübhyaméva jarimanvardhatämayam mémámanyé mrtyávo himsisuh satam yé 
For just thee, O old age, let this one grow; let not the other deaths, that are a 
hundred, harm him.425 


Consequently, it was essential not simply to have sons, but to have many of them, 
as expressed in the Rigvedic wedding hymn (10.85.45): 


imam tvám indra midhvah suputrám subhágàm krnu 

ddsasyam putran à dhehi pátim ekadasám krdhi 

Make this woman here, o Indra the rewarder, possessed of good sons and of 
good fortune. Confer ten sons on her: make her husband the eleventh. 


It is hardly accidental that the Vedic poet never prays explicitly for sons (who 
might easily die before reaching maturity), but rather for the continuation of his 
kin or progeny, praja-,*?7 quite in accordance with his obsession with the acqui- 
sition of many strong "heroes; i.e., full-grown male members of the family. A 
favourite adjective in the Rigveda is virávant- (40x), while *putrdvant- is not at- 
tested. 


8 Marriage 


In archaic societies such as the Old Indic and the Roman,?? the conventions and 
rituals related to marriage varied according to the social status of the spouses, 
ranging from forcible abduction of the bride, and co-habitation for a certain peri- 
od of time to elaborate religious ceremonies, especially connected with the higher 
classes, and it is not unthinkable that similar variation reigned in the Indo-Euro- 
pean homeland. Still, as also argued in chapter x, some general features may be 
deduced from the inherited vocabulary. 


426 Translation, Whitney (1962 [1905]). 
427 There are 7o attestations of prajá- in the Rigveda, 36 of prajávant-. 
428 Cf. chapter IX on marriage customs in ancient Anatolia and V * 2.4 on ancient Rome. 


160 Birgit Anette Olsen 1-8 


An important detail is the distinct verbs used by men and women for ‘marry’:4?9 
a man ‘leads’ his bride into marriage, and for this we have a particular verb ‘lead’ ^ 
‘marry represented by W dyweddio ‘betroth, OEng. weddian (Eng. wed) ‘marry’ and 
OPr. wedde ‘wed, Lith. vedi, Latv. vedu ‘lead, marry (of a man),*? ORuss. vesti ženu 
‘marry a woman.**! The exact shape ofthe root is debatable. Thus LIV? (659) posits a 
root *ued*- (*-d"- on account of Ved. vadhü- bride), while Mallory & Adams (1997: 
369-70) reconstruct “*h2ued"(h,)-” with initial *h2-. 

Melchert (1984: 88), on the other hand, points to the Hittite verb huet- ‘draw, 
pull, pluck with prs.2.sg.mid. huezta and i-prs. huittiiati, for which he is com- 
pelled to reconstruct a protoform “h2/;weTh,” on account of the non-assibila- 
tion of -tt-; this is further traced back to *h2uedh2-, which is then the suggested 
background of the above-mentioned verb for ‘draw, lead, also continued in Av. 
vadaiieiti leads;*?? Oir. fedid ‘leads, carries, brings, Goth. ga-widan 'connect.4^*? 
Kloekhorst (2008: 352) objects that with the absence of Winter's Law in the Baltic 
and Slavic verbs the root-final consonant must be an aspirate *-d"-, but, as argued 
by Olsen 2016b, it is quite possible that *-d"h,/2- (or perhaps only *-d"h,- if *hi, 
as seems reasonable, was a simple [h]), had already merged with *-d^- in Bal- 
to-Slavic, so that no lengthening is to be expected. Consequently, I would suggest 
*h2/3uedh,- as the most likely reconstruction for a verbal root whose oldest mean- 
ing ‘drag, pull’ would be preserved in Anatolian, with a secondary meaning ‘draw, 
lead; and in particular lead into marriage’ in Core Indo-European. 

For obvious semantic reasons it is tempting to associate the root with the term 
for ‘bride-price, Gk. neut.pl. £óvo, Hom. gedva, also privative dvaeövoc,*?* OEng. 
weotuma, OHG widomo and ORuss. véno « *uedno- with vowel lenghening by 
Winter's Law. The connection is formally difficult, however, with the noun point- 
ing to root-final *-d-, unless we are entitled to assume either a root extension 
*-h;- for the verb or irregular loss of the laryngeal in the cluster *-dh;mn(V)- > 
*-dmn(V)- > *-dn(V)-. Even so, the initial ë- of Zedva for expected dedva is prob- 


429 Mallory & Adams (1997: 369f.). 

430 Fraenkel (1962-65: II 1231f.). 

431 Cf. Derksen (2008: 517). 

432 Cf. also YAv. -uuada9a- ‘marriage’ in x’aetuuadada- ‘marriage to ones own kin 
(VIII 2.8). 

433 According to LIV? (294), Hitt. huezta-, allegedly from “?*h2uet- ‘ziehen, führen" is ety- 
mologically isolated. 

434 Frisk (1960: 442f.). Beekes (2010a: 374) rejects the connection because of the short root 
vowel in the Balto-Slavic verb. 
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lematic with an assumed protoform *hzued-men- = *hzued-mn-ahz>- > *h;ued-n- 
ah;-. Perhaps we are, after all, dealing with a different root. 
Cf. also 1.7 and 4.4 on linguistic evidence for the practice of paying a bride-price. 


9 Insiders and outsiders 


Throughout the lexicon of the Indo-European proto-language and the individual 
vocabularies of the separate branches, a common thread is a fundamental distinc- 
tion between insiders and outsiders. The homestead and the clan were the safe basis 
of life, while the outside world with its foreign populations was at the same time 
dangerous and irresistable, a source of expansion and prosperity, marriage allianc- 
es, guest-friendship and commerce, but also warfare, looting and suppression. 

A characteristic example of the equation between the safe and the dear is the 
root *kei- ‘lie’ (cf. Ved. sete, Gk. eirau) with the derivatives *koimo- > Goth. haims 
‘village, ON heimr ‘home beside Oir. cóim, coim, cdem, W cu ‘dear, and *keiuo- > Osc. 
ceus, Latin civis citizen,*° Goth. heiwa-frauja ‘master of the house; OEng. hiw-cund 
‘domestic, G Hei-rat ‘marriage, Latv. siéva ‘wife’ beside Ved. séva- ‘dear, precious. 

Another interesting word family is that of the etymologically problematic Ved. 
arí- ‘stranger, foreigner, guest, enemy’ with a semantic breadth reminiscent of Lat. 
hostis ‘foreigner, enemy’ and its Germanic cognates. According to the most likely 
scenario,*?° arí- may be connected with Hitt. ara- ‘member of one’s group, peer, 
comrade, partner, fellow, friend’ (cf. Puhvel 1984-: 1116-21) and derived from the root 
*hzar- ‘join, attach. Further derivatives of arí- are aryá- lord, master of the house and 
as a vrddhi formation the self-designation of the Indo-Iranians, Ved. arya-, Av. airiia-. 

A thorough archaeolinguistic investigation of the social vocabulary beyond 
the kinship terminology will be the next natural step in our effort to shed light on 
Indo-European society seen in a linguistic perspective. 


10 Conclusions 


In many ways, the present investigation of Indo-European kinship terminology 
may seem unduly conservative. Attempts to include alternative vievpoints such 


435 In Latin probably secondary i-stem after the opposite hostis ‘foreigner, enemy; cf. de 
Vaan (2008: 116). For a different interpretation, cf. Vine (2006). 
436 Cf. EWAia (I ıuf.) with references to older literature. 
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as cross-cousin marriage, matrilocality or the primary importance of age sets in 
relation to consanguinity have largely been discarded. I see no reason to reject the 
general impression of a typical hierarchic, patrilinear and patrilocal society, and I 
can only subscribe to the truism that things are mostly what they look like. 

This does not mean that there is nothing new to account. A thorough scrutiny 
of the lexicon with due respect to both phonological and morphological details 
will always lead to new insight, and on many points the traditional scenario has 
been modified and extended in the present study. 

Most importantly, the status of Indo-European studies has changed radically 
in recent years due to improved opportunities for genuine interdisciplinarity be- 
tween historical-comparative linguistics, prehistoric archaeology and the study 
of ancient DNA and strontium analyses,**? so that we are now able to a achieve a 
more holistic picture of the Indo-European world. 

It is often claimed that basic kinship terminology belongs to the parts of the 
lexicon that are most resistent to foreign influence. This certainly holds true for 
Proto-Indo-European where the vocabulary pertaining to kinship and social 
structure seems to build on inherited elements, practically without exceptions 
(c£, however, 4.7.1 on ‘husband's sister’). This speaks in support of the strictly ex- 
ogamous, hierarchic, patrilocal and patrilineal system typical of pastoral societies 
being indigenous to the ancient Indo-European peoples. When we compare this 
state of affairs with Indo-European agricultural terminology, as investigated by 
Kroonen (cf. Iversen & Kroonen 2017), the contrast is striking. Here, the vocab- 
ulary points to a substantial element of linguistic substratum, no doubt supplied 
by the early farmers. Thus, the linguistic evidence neatly supports the scenario 
set up by the archaeologists: the Indo-European speaking immigrants from the 
Pontic-Caspian steppes were mainly pastoralists who, little by little, had to learn 
farming from the sedentary agriculturalists. On the other hand, the immigrants 
managed to impose their social system and their language on the indigenous pop- 
ulations, presumably partly due to their skills in creating alliances. The results on 
more specific points may be summarized as follows: 


> within kinship terminology it is particularly important to distinguish be- 
tween Indo-European proper and Core Indo-European since most basic 
terms differ between Anatolian and the other branches 

> beside numerous modifications to existing etymological proposals, a 
number of new etymologies have been suggested, including IE *b"rahzter- 


437 Cf. for a recent overview Kristiansen & al. (2017). 
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‘brother’ (1.6), Hitt. nekna- ‘brother’ (1.6), Gk. dap ‘wife’ (5.2), ORuss. vo- 
nuke ‘grandsor (2.4), Arm. zok*anc* ‘mother-in-law, wifes mother’ (4.2), 
Arm. aner ‘father-in-law, wifes father’ (4.3), Arm. hor ‘son-in-law’ (4.4), 
IE *h,ienhater- ‘husband's brother's wife’ (4.7.2) 

for the kinship terms in *-(hz)ter- the proposed scenario is as simple as 
possible: we are dealing with agent nouns in *-ter- where ‘father’ and ‘sis- 
ter, both based on roots ending in *-h2-, influenced the irregular para- 
digms of ‘mother’ ‘brother’ and ‘husband’s brother’s wife’ 

the peculiar linguistic connection between the words for ‘grandfather’ and 
‘maternal uncle; and similarly between ‘grandson and ‘nephew, sister's son’ 
is explained by the bond between young boys and their maternal uncles, 
often including fosterage. The idea of cross-cousin marriage is unneces- 
sary and incompatible with the numerous indications for exogamy, cf. also 
the suggested interpretation of IE *hiienhzter- "husband's brother's wife’ as 
“(long-distance) traveller’ 

male members of the wifes family are important allies, and the common 
tendency to give automatic semantic priority to the man’s relatives is 
sometimes misleading; thus ‘grandfather’ denotes both the paternal and 
the maternal grandfather, and ‘father-in-law’ covers both sides, perhaps 
even primarily that of the wife 

as the most important female member of the family, the mother-in-law 
= mistress of the house is head of the family’s women and children, and 
from a derivational point of view ‘mother-in-law’ is primary in relation to 
‘father-in-law’ 

the ‘widow’ is analysed as ‘the allotted one; meaning that she is ‘allotted’ 
to her deceased husband’s brother; this institution of levirate marriages 
serves to protect the woman, maintain the alliance to her husband’s clan, 
and first and foremost to keep her children within the clan and secure the 
male lineage and the inheritance. The same reasoning explains the institu- 
tion of “heiress daughters” 


The natural next step following this survey of kinship terms and the narrow cir- 


cle of the household would be a similar investigation of Indo-European social 


terminology on a wider scale. Hopefully this challenge will be met in the not too 


distant future. 
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EXCURSUS I The root *genh,- and its derivatives 


There can be no doubt that the ancient Indo-European family structure was pat- 
rilineal, and that it was consequently of the utmost importance to uphold the 
male lineage. The Vedic poet's ardent wish for longevity and hosts of strong sons 
has a long history behind it, and it is easy to imagine that the clans of the Pon- 
tic-Caspian steppe in this respect resembled other pastoral societies such as that 
of the Hebrews when God in Gen. 22.17 blessed Abraham with the words: *... 
in multiplying I will multiply thy seed as the stars of the heaven and as the sand 
which is upon the sea shore”. The concepts of engendering, progeny and kinship 
are expressed by a multitude of derivatives based on the root "genh;-, of which the 
following only represent a modest selection. 

In the active voice *genh;- (LIV? 163f.)*?® seems to have had the meaning ‘beget, 
procreate, in the mediopassive ‘be born, and consequently derivatives of this root 
are instrumental in denoting the concepts of offspring and continuity of the clan. 

However, in Hittite this semantic field is covered by the root *hzams-, and 
the traces of *genh,- in Anatolian are at best marginal with the single relic Hitt. 
UZ"genzu- (n) (“loins >) lower) abdomen, lap’ and the derivatives genzuwe-, 
genzuwae- ‘treat gently, be kind to’ and genzuwala- 'kindhearted'4*? Since Eichner 
(1973: 55), there seems to be general agreement that V""genzu- derives from *gen- 
hisu-, a secondary u-stem based on the s-stem *genh,e/os- (Ved. jánas-, Gk. yévoc, 
Lat. genus), the type of Ved. ramsu- ‘enjoyable’ « *rem-s-u- « *reme/os- (cf. Goth. 
rimis (n) ‘quiet’).44° Semantically, the development may have been something like 
‘that which engenders’ ^ ‘the genital area and the metonymic use similar to Lat. 
gentilis : genitalis, living on in Eng. gentle : genital (Puhvel 1984-: IV 157). 


Agent nouns 
A specialized term designating the natural father, procreator or simply creator, is 


the agent noun with the suffix *-ter/tor- where we find an acrostatic *géno;tor-**! 
beside a hysterokinetic *gyhitér-, cf. Ved. jánitar- and janitár-, Gk. yevétwp 


438 Cf. also IEW (373ff.), Mallory e Adams (1997: 56), NIL (139-53). 

439 Puhvel (1984-: IV 154-7), Kloekhorst (2008: 468). III - 1.12 treats the verbal roots per- 
taining to procreation in Anatolian. 

440 Cf. Rieken (1999: 22f.) and Kloekhorst (1.c.) on the phonetic details. 

441 IEW (373-5), Mallory & Adams (1997: 195), NIL (139ff.). 


II+ EXC. I Kin, clan and community in Proto-Indo-European society ^ 165 


and yevernp (Benveniste 1948: 46),*? Lat. genitor (Enn+) and Arm. cnaw! (pl. 
-k* ‘parents’) which must go back to either *géna,tol-V- or, perhaps more likely, 
*géna;tl- V-. 

The acrostatic *géna,tor, gen. *-trs (AV jánitur), ideally denoting the habitual 
agent (cf. Tichy 1995: passim), is in accordance with the predominant full grade 
of the root. In the Rigveda, jánitar- is only found four times in the nom.sg., and 
always as a true agent noun connected with the corresponding verb in the pf.3.sg. 
jajána (RV 3.1.12; 10.2.6; 10.20.9; 10.28.6); it is noteworthy that in these cases the 
subject is always a god, and the object (cows, Agni, Indra) accordingly never a 
human child. The hysterokinetic janitár- may, at least partly, have been influenced 
by pitár- (EWAia I 569). At any rate, the two nouns are frequently found in direct 
or indirect juxtaposition, and the phrase pita janitä even seems to go back to In- 
do-European or at least Core Indo-European poetic language (cf. Schmitt 1967: 
152-4),*43 with examples from the Rigveda: 


dyaür me pita janita nabhir átra (RV 1.164.33) 
My father, my progenitor, is Heaven; here is my navel 


maháh pitur janitür jami tan nah (RV 3.54.9) 
that is our relationship to the great father, the begetter 


pita devánàm janita vibhüvasuh (RV 9.86.10) 
the father, begetter of the gods, possessing conspicuous goods 


- as well as from Greek (Euripides, Ion 136): 


©oißog uoi yevérop natıp 
Phoibos is my begetter and father 


- and from Latin, perhaps under the influence of Greek (Ennius, Annales 120; cf. 
Schmitt 1967: 153): 


o pater, o genitor, o sanguen dis oriundum 
o father, o begetter, o blood coming from the gods 


442 Neither yevétwp nor yevernp is attested in the Epic language. 
443 Jackson (2017: 127f.) reconstructs a whole formula *(diéus) moi phatér génh, tor “(Dieus) 
(is) my father and procreator" as an element of Indo-European liturgic language. 
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As argued by Olsen (2018 with references), the much-debated passage from Gath- 
ic Avestan, Y.44.3, should probably be added to this list: 


kasnä zq9áà ptà asahiia paouriié 
which man (was) the begetter, the father of truth in the beginning? 


Here zg9à ptà must be a reflection of the inherited syntagm *genaıtör paster, 
quite in accordance with Geldner's translation (1926: 2): "Wer war der erste Er- 
zeuger und Vater des Asha?”*** A proto-form *genh,tör would yield IIr. *jan- 
hita,**° whence Ved. ján(h)itā. In Iranian, on the other hand, we would have loss 
of the internal vocalic element, i.e., *janhta, and finally, with regular metathesis 
*-h(1)t- > -th(1)-, we arrive at the attested Avestan form zanthä > zg9a.**° 

The corresponding feminine is represented by Ved. jánitri- (RV+; following 
the devi-inflection), Gk. yevéteipa (Pindar+) and Lat. genetrix, -icis (Enn+) with 
the productive suffix -trix originating in the vrkih-type with “laryngeal harden- 
ing” of *-h2-s > -ks.**? 

Another derivative of the agent noun is the o/a-stem continued in Ved. 
janítra- (RV+) ‘origin, homestead, Av. zg9ra- ‘birth, and Gk. yevédAy ‘relatives, 
progeny’ (Il.+, later also neut. yéve9Aov). The functional specialization, at least in 
Iranian and Greek, seems to be that of a verbal noun rather than a nomen instru- 
menti or nomen loci, and consequently we expect zero grade and suffix accent in 
the neuter as opposed to full grade and root accent in the collective ^ feminine 
(Olsen 20102: 60-3). 


444 The usual meaning of zg9a- is ‘creation or the like, as mirrored in later translations 
where zg9a is considered an inst.sg. of this noun. Thus, e.g., Humbach (1959: 117): “Wer 
ist durch seine Zeugungstätigkeit der uranfängliche Vater der Wahrhaftigkeit?”, Insler 
(1975: 61): "Which man in the beginning was the father of truth during the creation?" 
and Kellens & Pirart (1988: 149): “qui donc est par engendrement le pére fondamental de 
PHarmonie?”. According to Schmitt (1967: 154), Zarathustra remodelled the old formula 
“bewußt spielend-spielerisch”. 

445 Cf. *dugh;tér- > *d*ughzatér- > Ved. duhitár- with ‘double reflex’ of the laryngeal, con- 
sonantal and vocalic. 

446 ‘The result is obviously the same if the protoform is "genter, i.e., if the influence of the 
hysterokinetic pattern of the word for ‘father’ goes back to Indo-Iranian. 

447 Cf. Olsen (2010b) with references and discussion. 
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Nomina rei actae 


Where the *géna,tor- is thus ‘the begetter; the nomen rei actae or resultative ‘what 
is begotten, i.e., ‘kin, offspring, family, may be expressed by the corresponding 
s-stem *génh,os in Indo-Iranian, Greek and Latin.**® Vedic jánas- is a hapax in 
RV 2.2.4 jánasi ubhe ‘both kins, i.e., gods and men, against the more usual -us- 
stem janüs-, while the Greek cognate yévoc (Il.+) ‘race, stock, kin, offspring 129 
including the compositional -yevýç,*5? and the Latin genus, -eris ‘origin, offspring, 
race, gender’ (Naev, Enn+)?°! are both old and well attested. It remains an open 
question whether Armenian cin (i-st.) ‘birth’ should be added to the list.*5? 

Beside the s-stem, a neuter derivative in *-men-, probably *genh,-mn, gen. 
*enh,méns,*5? is continued in Indo-Iranian and Latin. In Vedic the regular out- 
come is jániman- ‘generation, birth, origin, while the competing form janman-, as 
suggested by Tremblay (200: 124), is probably introduced from compounds that 
regularly have -janman- with compositional laryngeal loss.*54 As is also the case 
of the s-stem, Ved. jánas-, Gk. yévoc, the n-stem ján(i)man- is frequently used 
about the breed of the gods, e.g., devanam jänimänam "the births of the gods" in 
RV 3.4.10, 3.38.8, 4.27.1, 7.42.2, and 9.83.4, as well as cases where the breeds of gods 
and humans are seen in juxtaposition, as RV 1.31.7 and 10.37.11: ubhdyaya jánmane 
“for both breeds”. 


448 Cf. Stüber (2002: 82f.). 

449 Also, as in the isolated Vedic attestation, about gods vs humans, thus Il. 6.180: 7 6’ &p 
Env Yeiov yévoc, où’ &v9pwrwv “she was of divine stock, not of men”. 

450 E.g., Öioyevng ‘having one’s kin from Zeus, i.e., ‘descending from Zeus’ (cf. Risch 1974: 
81). 

451 Particularly about high or noble birth. 

452 Cf. Olsen (1999: 99f.) and Matzinger (2005: 49). The e-grade of the root is compatible 
with an s-stem, and while a neuter s-stem would normally be expected to be adapted to 
the o-stem inflection in Armenian, the oldest i-stem forms only go back to the relatively 
late writer Movsés Xorenac‘i and might thus be ascribed to the later productivity of this 
stem type. Alternatively, the inflection could have been taken over from the composi- 
tional form *-genh,és (*é > i). On the other hand, a ti-stem *genh,ti- would probably 
have led to the same result. Finally, as suggested by Matzinger (l.c.), we might be dealing 


E 


with a retrograde formation from the verb cnanim ‘engender. 

453 According to Tremblay (2003), the zero-grade root *éyhi- survives in Pashto zaman 
'children' (NIL 146). 

454 Cf. Olsen (2018) for a suggested regular distribution of *ChC > *ChiC/ChC in Indo-Ira- 
nian. The only form with -janiman- in the Rigveda is su-jániman- ‘well-born’ which, 
as is usual with bahuvrihi compounds with su- as their first member, accents the final 
member. 
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In Latin we find the semantically aberrant dissimilated form germen (Var- 
ro--)*55 ‘shoot, sprout, and usually the adjective germanus (Pl+) ‘having the same 
father and mother; true'^*6 is considered a secondary derivative of this noun de- 
spite acknowledged philological and morphological problems.**? The attestation 
of germen is later than that of germanus, the semantic difference is puzzling, and, 
as realized by WH (l.c.), the addition of a suffix -dnus to a stem of this kind would 
be unique. 

As an alternative solution, one may suggest that, rather than a denominal de- 
rivative, we may be dealing with an isolated case of an original middle participle 
where the postconsonantal suffix variant *-mh,no- following the root final *-/1;- 
would regularly yield -mdno-. In this case the most likely starting point would 
probably be a dereduplicated perfect, *ge-gnh;mh,no- > *(ge)genmäno- (cf. the 
frequent Vedic jajndnd-), whence germänus with the same dissimilation as ger- 
men and the basic meaning '(legitimately) born; i.e., ‘born within the paternal 
kin.458 

While a derivative from the *-men-stem is problematic for Lat. germanus, it 
is probably the best solution for the semantically related Ved. jami- ‘kinsman, 
blood relative (brother or sister), kinship, also adj. ‘familial, e.g., RV 7.72.3: jami 
brahmani ‘family formulations. Here a protoform "enh,mí- < *$nhimní- would be 
based on the weak stem form (cf. NIL 140 with references), and the derivational 
process is thus reminiscent of *bruhzmn (Ved. bhiman- ‘earth, world, being, Gk. 
põua growth?) = *bruhzmi- (Ved. bhümi- ‘earth, land; OAv. bümi- earth), 


Passive participle 


A passive participle *Qnh;tó/áh;- with the expected zero grade in the root is wide- 
ly attested, including substantivizations such as Ved. jatá-, Lat. (g)natus (Enn+), 


455 As observed by Benedicte Nielsen Whitehead (p.c.), perhaps also Cato, Agr. 151.4 if the 
correct reading is ubi germen nascere coepit rather than ubi germinascere coepit. At any 
rate, the meaning ‘shoot, sprout’ of the base word cannot be later than Cato. 

456 Cf. V * 5.1 for a detailed discussion of the use of this term. 

457 Ernout & Meillet (272): “le latin germen (avec le dérivé germanus, dont le détail est ob- 
scur”; WH (I 594), suggesting a transfer of the suffix from the type Romanus, humänus; 
Leumann (1977: 325): “germänus sc. frater von germen (vielleicht aus *germnänus)”; de 
Vaan (2008: 261): "The noun germen < *gen-men lies at the basis of germänus < "ger: 
mn-dno-, even if the noun is attested significantly later than the adjective? 

458 Cf. Olsen (2018). 
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ON kundr ‘son, Lat. (g)nàta (Liv.Andr+), Gaul. gnatha ‘daughter’, Pael. dat.pl. cna- 
tois ‘sons’ or ‘children’ (Untermann 2000: 402), and in the Homeric poems the 
compound kaoiyvnrtog (fem. kaoıyvitn) is by far the most common designation 
for brother (sister). 

Semantically and structurally, kaoiyvntog (Kaoı- < *kmti-) ‘born together is 
reminiscent Lat. cognätus which, however, has acquired the broader meaning of 
‘kinsman’ as opposed to adgnatus ‘someone belonging to or being under the au- 
thority of the same pater familias’ (cf. v - 1.4). To this, we may further add Ved. 
sa-játá- ‘kinsman (RV+) < "sm-guhitó- with the usual parallelism between *kom- 
and *sm-. Other similiar compounds with *kom-/*sm- are the Gaulish names Go- 
genno and Cogennicus, and Arm. hamacin ‘brother, attested since Levond Varda- 
pet (8th c.). 

Dunkel (2014: II 499) declares that *kmti-gyh,-to- > kaoiyvntog especially de- 
notes “von derselben Mutter geborene Brüder, die auch denselben Vater haben’, 
referring to the juxtaposition of xaoiyvytoc and önatpog ‘of the same paternal 
descent 257 However, this connection is found exactly in an account of the two 
half-brothers Aias and Teucros (Il. 12.370-1): 


"Oc dpa pwvyoac &népr] TeAauwvıog Ala, 

Kai oi Teükpoc dw’ Oe kaotyviroc Kai Önatpog 

So saying Telamonian Aias departed, and with him went Teucer, his own broth- 
er, begotten of one father 


In general, the term xaolyvytoc covers the meanings of both full brothers and 
half-brothers on the father's side, thus also Polydoros and Hector (Il. 20.419) and 
Hermes and Lykaon (Od. 3.333).46° We must conclude that the important feature 
is that of a common father, i.e., the joint membership of a kin or clan, while the 
mother’s role is a priori insignificant, and the addition of önatpog gives no new 
information in relation to xao/yvytoc, but merely adds to the sense of intimate 
relation of the two (half-)brothers. 


459 ö- probably Aeolic for *sm-, cf. also the glosses (H) óyáorwp' óuoyáorop, Öluyes' 
óuóCvyec (Beekes 2010a: 1041 and 89). As demonstrated by García Ramón (2013), Lat. 
opiter ‘a son born after his father's death who has a still living grandfather’ is derived 
from *h,opi-tero- ‘the one after’ (cf. OHG aftero later) and has no historical relation to 
pater ‘father’. 

460 The only exception is that of Heracles, son of Zeus, and Iphicles, son of Amphitryo, both 
sons of Alcmene, cf. LFE (II 1334). 
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As mentioned above, ad- in Lat. adgnatus has a similar function as root in 
Gk. xaolyvytoc, and the same can be said of d- in Av. azäta- (-zäta- < *-yh,to-) 
‘noble; i.e., ‘born into (a noble family); also borrowed into Armenian as azat ‘no- 
be 2et While it is not possible to reconstruct a clear-cut common term, it still 
seems reasonable to assume that the Indo-Europeans had the means of expressing 
appurtenance to a common clan. 

An apparent vrddhi derivative of the passive participle, *ĝénh;to-, is continued 
in Iranian and Germanic as a neuter substantivization (cf. NIL 142 with references): 

OAv. zq9a- (loc.sg. -õi in Y.43.3) has the basic meaning of ‘(pro)creation, 
whether in an abstract or concrete sense, but the exact formation needs further 
clarification. It is traditionally equated with Germanic *kénpa- < *génh,to- in OS 
kind, OHG kind, etc. ‘child, which makes good sense as a vrddhi formation ‘that 
which is born;**? but the end segment is usually left unexplained. The assumption 
of an enigmatic "suffix *-t"a-” (de Vaan 2003: 387) is not particularly enlighten- 
ing. If, however, we accept the theory of ‘laryngeal metathesis, in this case *-h,- 
t- > *-th-, the development of *genh,to- > zgda- is quite as regular as that of the 
above-mentioned agent noun *genh;tor > zg9a (Olsen 2018). The only difference 
between the Iranian and the Germanic formation is thus on the semantic level, 
abstract vs. concretization. 

Beside the regular zero-grade participle *Snh,tö- and the vrddhi formation 
*génh;to-, Greek, Italic and Celtic point to a derivative in *-etd/ahz-, treated by 
Vine (1998: 56-8). The evidence includes Gk. yevern ‘(auspicious) birth’ (in Hom- 
er only ¿x yeverfic ‘from birth’), the Latin theonym Genita Mana, Osc. dat.sg. 
deivai genetai from the Agnone inscription (Untermann 2000: 308), and Gaul. 
geneta, genata, W geneth ‘girl! (Matasović 2009: 157f.). According to Vine (l.c.), 


*genh;-etó- could have had, very roughly ... various meliorative senses de- 
riving from an original '(good) to be born, worth bearing’ etc., whence ‘born 
well (7 at a good time, easily; divinely, auspiciously; etc.)' or "born legit- 
imately (in direct succession). Abstract nominalizations [like Gk. yevern] 
would properly mean ‘good/easy; divine, auspicious etc. birth. 


461 Périkhanian (1968: 11f£) and Olsen (1999: 862) with further references. Cf. also YAv. 
äsna-, lit. ‘born to, natural, borrowed into Armenian as azn ‘people’ with the derivative 
azniw ‘noble, good. 

462 Kroonen’s alternative derivation (2013: 288) from a thematicized, originally ablauting, 
t-stem, i.e., *Senh;-et-o- seems less likely since it would leave the Avestan derivative iso- 
lated. As argued below, the alleged close cognates of Gaul. geneta, genata and W geneth 
‘girl are better explained otherwise. 
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As we have seen above, these same connotations are also found with the s-stem 
*genh,os, and one may venture the suggestion that *Senh,eto- is in reality an archaic 
secondary derivative of this s-stem, a type with close connections to the t-stems, so 
that we may originally be dealing with a proto-type of “s/t-stems’, as suggested by 
Rasmussen (1994) and later elaborated by Olsen (2004b). Illustrative examples of 
such pairs are: s-st. *Hiágos > Ved. yájas- ‘worship, sacrifice, Gk. &yoc ‘matter of reli- 
gious awe : -etó-derivative *Hiagetó- > Ved. yajatá-, Av. yazata- ‘worthy of worship, 
adorable’; s-stem *S"engtos > Ved. jámhas- ‘step’ : *-etö-derivative *S"engtetö- (with 
dissimilation?; cf. LIV? 175£) ‘meant for marching’ > Oir. cing, -ed ‘soldier, Gaul. 
PN Cingetorix (Rasmussen 1994: 327). The derivatives generally have a gerundival 
function, and thus, if *éénh,os denotes legitimate or noble kin or offspring, *éenh,- 
etó/áh;- would be expected to mean something like “meant for or pertaining to 
such kin or offspring" As personified feminine substantivizations, the Italic god- 
desses fit neatly into the picture, as does the Celtic word for a (legitimate) daughter, 
while Gk. yevety has assumed the function of an abstract noun.*5? 


EXCURSUS II The “Hoffmann” formations and their secondary 
derivatives 


In his seminal article “Ein grundsprachliches Possessivsuffix" (Hoffmann 1955),45* 
Karl Hoffmann made the observation that apart from the simple individualizing 
n-stems there exists another, also ablauting, type with a suffix *-Hon- to which he 
attributed the function of possessivity. Famous examples are Ved. yuva, gen. yünah 
‘young, youthful’ < "/niáü-Hon- from the u-stem *h2diu, and Av. pu9ran- ‘having 
sons < *putlo-Hon- from the o-stem "putló-. Later, Hamp (1972) identified the la- 
ryngeal as *-h3- on the basis of W afon ‘river’ < W afon ‘river’ < *h,ap-h3on- ‘having 
water’ with voicing of the preceding *-p- by *-hs- as in *pi-pli;-eti > *pibeti > Ved. 
pibati etc. ‘drinks.*° Finally, Pinault (2000), Dunkel (2001) and Olsen (2004a) have 


463 Vines attempt (1998: 59) to explain the formation as deverbal is weakly founded: “Since 
there is no good evidence for an old thematic "gen/t;-e/o- ... an inherited "*genh;-etó- 
would derive from an older stratum of root formations, as indeed would be expected for 
a verbal adjective? It is suggested that the ultimate source of *-etó-derivatives with full 
grade in the root might have been root aorist subjunctives. However, the deverbal origin 
of these derivatives remains a postulate. 

464 Already anticipated by Geldner (1885: 230), cf. Olsen (20102: 88). 

465 For alternative views, cf. Olsen (2010a: 89). 
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agreed on an interpretation of the "suffix" as an original root noun which, according 
to Dunkel and Olsen, is to be identified with the root of Lat. onus load, charge and 
Ved. anas- ‘cart, reconstructed as *h3on- by Dunkel, *h5orh;- by Olsen.*° The orig- 
inal meaning of the root must have been something like load, charge; and the com- 
mon type of Hoffmann formations was in reality bahuvrihi compounds indicating 
someone or something ‘having a load of/being in charge of that which is expressed 
by the first compositional member, thus *hziú-hsonhz- ‘having a lot of vital force’ or 
*putló-hsonh;- ‘being in charge of sons. 

As is natural, the element plays a prominent role in Indo-European kinship 
terminology and social terminology in general since the notion of ‘charge’ and 
‘responsibility’ is a pillar of any hierarchical family structure. An instructive ex- 
ample is Av. visän- (dat. -&) < *uiko-hzonh,- ‘in charge of the household; but oth- 
erwise this simple, unextended type is rare. A possible example of such an unex- 
tended kinship term could be ON di, afi grandfather, which may either represent 
an individualizing n-stem *hzauh,-on- ‘a grandfatherly one’ or a Hoffmann-for- 
mation *hzauh2o-hsonhz- ‘someone with grandfatherly/ancestral authority. 

More often, however, the original n-stems are extended to o-, *ah;- or *ihz- 
stems. Here one would ideally expect complex formations in *-o-A3n(A;)-o- > 
*-öno- for the masculine, *-o-han(Az)-ih;- > *-oni- (~ *-Onia2-; devi-inflection) for 
feminines derived directly from the n-stem, and *-o-hsn(h;)-ah;- > *-onà- for 
feminines derived from the corresponding thematic stems. The end result is the 
type characterized by the so-called 'suffix of domination: 

As the basic n-stem in itself would be sufficient to express the notion of dom- 
ination, the addition of a suffix would originally only be required in the feminine 
as discussed by Olsen (2010a: 161-5),*°” and incidentally feminine derivatives are 


466 Cf. Olsen (20102) with references for a more detailed discussion. The assumption of 
the root final *-/- (or perhaps *-/15-) is justified by Gk. övouaı (“charge >) ‘blame’ 
(Hom. aor. övaro) and Hitt. hann(a)- ‘contend against, sue’ where the geminate -nn- 
must be triggered by a laryngeal. This, however, has the implication that the long -à- of 
strong case forms like Ved. acc.sg. yuvänam must be analogical after the type raja, acc. 
rajanam. On the other hand, we would have a regular short vowel in nom.pl. yésanah 
‘young girls’ (*h2iéus-h3onhz-es), acc.sg. kanydnam (for *kanydna(m)) ‘girl, one of Hoff- 
manns original examples, from *kyi-hsonh2-m, and acc.sg. Piisdnam < *puhas-hzonhz-m 
(= Gk. IIàva < *puäsona with ‘laryngeal breaking’) from the theonym Pisa. 

467 A particularly significant case is the inherited *diuo-hsn(hz)-ihz- (^ *-ahz) ‘the one (f) 
belonging to the one with heavenly authority, i.e., "Vater Himmels Gattin’ (Dunkel 
1988-90), Ved. (*Divani =) Indrāní, Gk. Aiwvy, etc. The *-ih,-stem formation reflected 
in the Vedic forms, where we also find, e.g., Varunäni-, Rudräni- ‘consort of Varuna, 
Rudra, and in Av. Ahuräni- 'Ahuras daughter, are obviously contrast formations to the 
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more richly represented than the corresponding masculines that would either 
have been created as contrast formations to the feminines or by the addition of a 
semantically empty thematic vowel. 

The picture is somewhat blurred by the fact that the sequence *-6nV- usual- 
ly ends up as *-önV- in some of the Western Indo-European branches, at least 
Germanic and Celtic, probably as a result of Dybos Law (Olsen 2010a: 166-70). 
Moreover, the regular type of primary feminine derivatives in *-o-/15n(h;)-ih;- (> 
Ir. *-dni-) only seems to be preserved in Indo-Iranian, while the other languages 
have generalized the feminine marker *-ah, that would normally be restricted to 
‘motion feminines' based on thematic stems. 


Hoffmann formations in kinship terms 


Derivatives in *-oh3n(h2)o-/-ah2- are found with the two basic kinship terms ‘fa- 
ther and ‘mother, but while the o-stem *phatro-h3nh2-0- is apparently restricted 
to Lat. patronus, the corresponding derivative of ‘mother is a potentially common 
Italo-Celtic formation, *mähzter- ‘mother ^ *mähztr-ö- ‘maternal ^ *mähztr-ö- 
hsonh;- ‘having maternal authority’ with the expected accented thematic vowel 
serving to adjectivize the first member, finally characterized as a feminine by ad- 
dition of *-ahz-, i.e., *máhstr-o-hanh;-ah;-. 

With the application of Dybos Law, Lat. matrona (respectable) married woman, 
wife (ofa full citizen) attested since Plautus, has a match in Celtic where the Gaulish 
river name and theonym Matrona (> Fr. Marne)*® and the Welsh mother goddess 
Modron, known from Mabon ap Modron “Mabon son of Modron ofthe Mabinogi,*5? 


corresponding masculines. This fact favours the suggested analysis rather than the alter- 
native ‘the one (f) with heavenly authority. 

468 Ihe specialized use as a river name in Gaulic recalls the Celtic theonym Diuond, Gaul. 
Anovova < *deuönä (analogical adaptation to déuos, deiuos ‘god’); cf. Ausonius: Diuona 
Celtarum lingua, fons addite diuis “Diuona, in the language of the Celts, you who are the 
fountain dedicated to the gods". 

469 Mabon itself has a similar structure, *mapono- < *mak"ono-, identical with the youth 
god, Gaul. Maponos 'the one with filial authority; i.e., 'the young ruler: Cf. Hamp (1975b) 
on further examples with -on- in theonyms, e.g., Rhiannon < *rigantonä, as if *hareg- 
nt-o-hanh;-ah;- ‘the one (f) with ruling authority; and on the interpretation of the col- 
lection of Middle Welsh legends, the Mabinogion which is traced back to a protoform 
*maponjakiji-, interpreted as “the material or doings pertaining to the divine Maponos 
(Makvonos)”. 
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reflect an immediate protoform *mätröna.*’° There is thus no reason to follow Rix 
(1989: 232) in his suggestion to analyse matrona as a substitution for mater familias, 
modelled on patronus. 

Lat. matrona is a term of dignity in its own right, apparently with roots in a 
distant past. On the other hand, patronus (Lex XII+) ‘protector, defender, patron, 
while usually seen either in relation to his clientes - those depending (literal- 
ly leaning) on him, his freedmen or his city or province - or as the defender 
in a court of justice,?”! is morphologically matched by colonus (Cato+) ‘farmer, 
colonist, as convincingly demonstrated by Rix (l.c.). All colonies (colonia; Pl+), 
and consequently also all coloni were under the leadership and protection of a 
patronus. Which of the two formations came first, however, is debatable. 

Rix (l.c.) sees a parallel in the semantically doubtful Avestan hapax carä-na-, 
attested in a rather obscure passage (Y.10.4), which he translates as "Grund- 
herr 5*7? and to him the starting point is consequently colonus “Besitzer/Bear- 
beiter eines Stückes Ackerlands’, derived from an o-stem *k"elh;o- by the suffix of 
domination “-h3no-”. However, it seems more likely that the older patronus trig- 
gered the creation of its opposite colonus under the influence of agricola (Pl-).47* 

The origin of the otherwise isolated patronus itself has the appearance of a 
secondary thematicization of a Hoffmann formation *paztré-h3on(hz)- (> "patro, 
-onis) ‘someone with paternal authority, where the ‘suffix’ *-h30n(h2)- was added 
to the regular thematic derivative *paztrd-,4”4 and the semantically empty themat- 
ic extension -ö(n) > -ono- was secondarily added, perhaps under the influence 
of mätröna and the numerous other feminines in *-Onä, as already tentatively 
suggested by Wackernagel (1953 [1919]: 44). At any rate, patronus has no exact 
external comparanda, though the Gaulish PN Ateronius (cf. Delamarre 2001: 50), 
appears to be a similar, probably independent creation with analogical introduc- 
tion of the strong stem form of *pazter- and the usual parallelism of Celtic *-óno- 
and Latin *-öno- in the ‘suffix of domination’ (Olsen 2010a: 166-70). 

A formal parallel of patronus based on the word for ‘brother’ is found in OCS 
(*bratrano >) bratano ‘nephew on the brothers side; without dissimilation in 


470 The specialized use as a river name in Gaulish recalls the Celtic theonym Diuond, Gaul. 
Anovova « *deuönä (analogical adaptation to déuos, deiuos ‘god’); cf. Ausonius: Diuona 
Celtarum lingua, fons addite diuis “Diuona, in the language of the Celts, you who are the 
fountain dedicated to the gods”. 

471 Thus, e.g., XII Tab. 8.21: patronus si clienti fraudem fecerit sacer esto. 

472 Bartholomae (1904: 581): “(Ackerfeld,) Feld, Gefild”. 

473 Thus Leumann (1977: 323). 

474 Olsen (2010a: 158-78), inspired by the groundwork by Rix (1989). 
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OCzech bratran and with a corresponding feminine in OCS bratana ‘niece (on the 
brother's side)’ which may be projected back to a protoform *b^rahstr-o-hsnh;-o-. 
Here, however, the thematic vowel has preserved its function, expressing subor- 
dination or appurtenance to the base word. If a "b'rah;tr-o-h;onh;- is someone 
‘having fraternal authority; i.e., a brother who is at the same time head of his own 
nuclear family, the *b"rah2tr-o-h3nh2-0/ah2- must signify someone belonging to 
such a brother, i.e., his son or daughter or, in other words, a nephew/niece of the 
male line. No doubt, the contrasting OCS sestran» ‘nephew on the sister's side 
is a later creation, inspired by brat(r)ane. Here again, a formal match under the 
assumption of *-ono- > -óno- by Dybos Law is found in Celtic with the Gaul. PN 
Bratronos, though of course the exact meaning of this escapes us. 

By a similar line of reasoning, we may explain Gk. viwvög ‘grandson’ (Olsen 
20102: 131) on the basis of a transposit *suHio-hsn(hz)-ó-, someone belonging to 
someone with filial authority:475 

As we have seen, the basic type of Hoffmann formations in *-h3onhz- are orig- 
inally bahuvrihi compounds ‘having a load of/being in charge of X; e.g. *putló- 
‘son = *putló-h;onh;- ‘in charge of sons’ > Av. pudrän-. 

From such n-stems various types of secondary derivatives may be derived: 


1 masculines in *-(0)-h3n(h2)-d-, where the thematic vowel indicates appur- 
tenance: OCS bratane ‘belonging to someone with brotherly authority’ > 
‘brother's son’ 

2 feminines in *-(0)-h3n(h2)-ah2-, with a meaning similar to that of the base 
type pu$ran-, the secondary suffix merely serving to characterize the for- 
mation as feminine: Lat. pomum ‘tree-fruit’ = Pomona ‘the one in charge 
of tree-fruits, goddess of tree-fruits’ (from a basic o-stem noun); *mähzter- 
‘mother’ = *mähztrö- ‘maternal’ > *mahstró-h;onh;- ‘having maternal 
charge’ ^ *mahztr6-hsn(h2)-dh2- ‘someone having maternal authority’ > 
Lat. matrona. In masculines of the type patronus, created to match the 
feminines, the addition of the thematic vowel is semantically empty. 

3 feminines in *-o-h3n(hz)-th- (dialectally substituted by *-ah,-), motion 
feminines typically denoting divine spouses with the prototype *diuo- 
han(h2)-ihz- ‘belonging to the one with heavenly authority. 


475 Rasmussen (1990/91: 131) reconstructed "suh;iu-hsn-ós (with ‘laryngeal breaking’ *-uhs- 
> *-yö-) and translated “the one belonging to the son”. 


176 Birgit Anette Olsen 11+ EXC. IH 


As seen from examples like *hziti-hsonh2- > Ved. yávan- ‘young, the underlying 
bahuvrihis are regularly accented on the first member of the compound, while the 
derivatives carry the accent on the suffix. 


Determinative Hoffmann formations 


However, as argued in Olsen (2010a: 139-43, 58f. and 77-84), there also seems to 
exist a secondary type of determinative compounds with contrasting accent on 
the final member and a collective meaning ‘a load, group of Xj e.g., *hoino- ‘one’ 
= *hoini-hsónh;- ‘load, group of one’ > Lat. ünio, -ionis ‘unit. 

In opposition to the derivatives based on bahuvrihis whose first member is 
an end-stressed thematic stem, the initial member of the determinatives would 
typically be a compositional i-stem, eventually yielding a "suffix" *-ion/-in-. In 
this category we find the subtype in *-ti-h3onh2-/*-ti-h3n(h2)-, where the ablaut 
difference is substantiated by Sabellic weak forms in *-tin- vs generalized -tion- in 
Latin (cf. Olsen 20102: 143-8). Thus, e.g., a transposit (*éyh,td- born =) *Snhiti- 
h36nh,-/-ti-h3n(h2)- ‘ ‘group of (legitimately) born individuals’ would explain Lat. 
nátio “breed, nation’ and, with a more archaic-looking semantic specialization 
matching that of Lat. gens, Umbr. abl.sg. natine ‘patrician family, judging from 
the juxtaposition with the family name petrunia (Untermann 2000: 488). 

The existence of specific social groups founded on kinship or social status 
was an important feature of Indo-European society, and consequently the ap- 
purtenance to such a group was often expressed by thematic derivatives of stems 
*-i-h36nh2-/-i-h3n(hz2)-‘ based on kinship terms or names of founding fathes of a 
clan. We may envisage a derivational pattern of the following type: 


*phatér- ‘father’ 

= bahuvrihi compound "p/iztró-hsonh;- ‘having paternal charge/authority' 

= determinative compound with reaccentuation *phztri-hzönhz-/-tri- 
hsn(hz)- ' ‘paternal charge, paternal group’ 

= *phztri-han(hz)-0- ‘belonging to/associated with the paternal group’ 


Hence we find derivatives in “*-ino-” from the basic kinship terms as known 
from various Indo-European languages.*/5 Especially ‘father’ and ‘sister’ are in 


476 Thus, I would not subscribe to an analysis as “Bildungen mit idg. -no- zu einer Grund- 
lage auf -i(H)-” (Casaretto 2004: 327). 
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play since both of these are often included in collectives, the ‘fathers’ as a joint 
designation of the forefathers or the paternal kin, as still preserved in Lat. patres 
(cf. 1.1), and the ‘sisters’ denoting the collective of young women in a patriarchal 
household or in general the female line of the family (cf. 1.7). 

From the word for ‘father, a protoform *paztr-i-h3n(h2)-6- ‘belonging to the 
paternal group’ may be deduced from the substantivized adjective continued 
in Goth. fadrein (n) 'descendence (rapi), pl. fadreina ‘parents; grandparents, 
ancestors’ (yoveic, mpdyovol), identical with OEng. federen ‘paternal’ (Casaretto 
2004: 328 and 78).*”” With secondary adjective suffix *-io- the same protoform also 
accounts for Arm. (*hayrean*”® =) hayreni ‘paternal, of the fathers; cf. Numb.36.8: 
hayreni Zarangut“iwn ‘the inheritance of the fathers’ and the compound hayrena- 
tur 'given by the fathers, ancestral: The Armenian basic stem in -ean excludes a 
suffix *-eino- (> Arm. *-én-) which would be theoretically possible for Germanic. 

Quite similarly, a collective *suesr-i-ha3ónh;- ‘group of sisters’ extended by the 
thematic vowel, *suesr-i-han(hz)-ó-, would have the meaning ‘belonging to or 
pertaining to the group of sisters, as in the Slavic possessive adjective, OCS ses- 
trino ‘belonging to a sister: In Italic and Baltic, however, the term is semantically 
specialized, denoting the sister's son in Lith. seserynas. In Latin, a (frater) conso- 
brinus ‘a brother pertaining to the (co-)sisterhood’ was originally restricted to the 
meaning of ‘mother’s sister’s son’ as opposed to the other kind of parallel cousin, 
the frater patruelis ‘father’s brother's son 27 

A collective meaning of the suffix *-ih3n(h2)d- also seems to be implied in 
Goth. gumein and qinein (Casaretto 2004: 329) in Marc.10.6: gumein jah qinein 
gatawida gup “God made them man and woman’, where the Gothic derivative is 
surely independent of the Greek original äponv kai 9ğAv. Whether the identity 
between qinein and SerbCS ženin» ‘female’ is due to common heritage or parallel 
development is hard to tell. 

Finally, we may mention Hitt. TULdy-wa-at-ta-ri-na-, the name of a spring, 
which may be projected back to a reconstruct *drughstr-i-han(h2)-ahz- ‘someone/ 
something (f) belonging to the group of daughters. 


477 Hence probably analogically méder(e)n ‘maternal. 
478 With ‘laryngeal breaking’ *-ih3- > *-ia- > -ea-, cf. Olsen (1992). 
479 Cf. V+ 6.2, for a detailed account of the use of Lat. sobrinus and consobrinus. 
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Appendix: Diagrams 
Family A Family B 
EGO ~ "g"énh;*pot(m)íh; gd = © 
*suHnús/*-ĝņhıtós ~ *snusös *d'ugh;tér —» Q ~ *ĝemHër Q 
*népots *neptihz 


DIAGRAM1 Thegrandfather and his family. 


The grandfather of Family A is EGo. He has a wife (*g”énh2/*pot(n)ih2), a son 
(*suHnds/*-$nhıtös) and daughter-in-law (*snusós), and a daughter (*d"ughzter) 
who is married into Family B. The daughter's husband is EGo’s son-in-law, *gem- 
Her-. The children of EGo’s son and daughter-in-law are his grandson, *népots, 


and granddaughter, *neptíh;. 


Family A Family B 
*phzter/*atta ~ *máhster *suékuros ~ *suekruhos 
*suésor Q ~ *b'ráhster EGO ~ *gwénh, «— Q — "suékurós *suoiniahz 
> 


SES 


*suHnüs/ — *d'ugh;tér *suHnús/ — *d'ughstér 
*-euhitós *-Snhıtös 


DIAGRAM 2 The married man and his family. 
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EGO is a married man of the middle generation in family A. He lives in the house- 
hold of his parents: his father, *phzterl*atta, and his mother, *mahzter/*anna. 
EGOS siblings are his sister, *suesör, who will eventually marry and move in with 
her husband's family, and his brother, *b^ráh;ter, who is also married. We do not 
know Foos term for his brother’s wife. EGo’s wife is his *g”énh2, with whom he 
has two children, a son, *suHnus/*-gnh,tos, and a daughter, *d'ughstér. Most like- 
ly, he also calls his brother's children ‘sor’ and ‘daughter’ At least there are no 
old words for ‘brother’s son’ and ‘brothers daughter. EGo’s parents-in-law are 
his mother-in-law, *suekrüh;s, and his father-in-law, *suékuros. One term for his 
wife's brother is *suékurós, lit. ‘father-in-law’s (son); and finally a way of denoting 
his wife's sister, who will at some point marry and move out of the father-in-law's 
homestead, is *suoiniah;. 


Family A Family B 


*suékuros ~ *suekrühas *phatér/*atta ~ *máhster 


*elHu- *h,iénhatér ~ *dahziuer *pötis ~ Ego «— Q *bhrähzter — *suésor 
P aisi — 


*suHnus/*-Snhitös — *d'ughstér 


DIAGRAM 3  Themarried woman and her family. 


EGO is a married woman, a daughter from Family B with a father, *phstérl *atta, 
and a mother, *mdhztér/*anna, a brother, *b^ráhster, and a sister, *suésor. If her 
brother is married we do not know what she would call his wife. All these terms 
are of course only valid if EGO is of Indo-European stock. After marriage she 
moves into Family A with her husband, *pötis, and has a son *suHnus/*-gnh,tos, 
and a daughter, *drugh, tér. Her parents-in-law are the mother-in-law, *suekrüh 25, 
and father-in-law, *suekuros. Her husband's brother is her *dahziueér and his wife 
her *h,iénhzter. Finally, the husbands sister, still living in her father's household, 
is EGO’s "gIHu-. 


180 Birgit Anette Olsen 11 + DIAGRAMS 


Family A Family B 
*hoduhzos ~ *hzan- *h2duhzos ~ *haan- 
*máhster/ — *phstér/ -*máhster/ *phzter/ - *máhster/ «—— Q *hzauhz- 
*ánna *átta *ánna *átta *ánna pent 
Pd id í 
£ E E) z = | k 1 i 
*suésor *bhrahzter *suésor *b'ráh;ter EGO 


DIAGRAM4 The minor boy and his family. 


EGO is a minor boy living with his father, *phztēr/*átta, and mother, *máh;ter/*án- 
na, a brother, *b^ráh;ter, and a sister, *suesör. The head of the family is EGo’s pa- 
ternal grandfather *hzauhzos, his paternal grandmother is *h2an-, but he also has 
a set of maternal grandparents with the same designations. EGo probably calls 
his father's brother ‘father/daddy, both his father’s unmarried sister and father's 
brother's wife ‘mother/mummy; and his paternal cousins ‘brother’ and ‘sister’ re- 
spectively. In a number of European languages his mother’s brother, his protector 
and potential foster-father, is designated by a derivative of *hzauhzos, here in the 
meaning ‘maternal grandfather. 


Bibliographic abbreviations used in the book 


1 Cor. = First epistle to the Corinthians 

AhdGLSS. = Steinmeyer & Sievers 
(1879-1922) 

Alb.B. = Albrecht von Halberstadt (1861 
[13th c.]) 

ALEW = Hock (2013) 

4Elf.Gra.S. = Ælfric (1659 [c. 995]) 

ZI£.Hom.Th. = Ælfric (1844-46 [c. 990]) 

Are.Isl.J. = Are Hinn Fröde Þorgilsson (1930 
[12th c.]) 

Bed.His.S. = Bede (1722 [731]) 

Bro.BE. = Anonymous (1965 [13th c.]) 

Car.S. = Anonymous (1916 [oth c.]) 

CEG = Chronique détymologie grecque 

CHD = Güterbock & Hoffner (1980) 

CHLI = Hawkins (2000) 

Chr.C. = Closener (1842 [1362]) 

Chr.Th. = Anonymous (1861 [9th-12th c.]) 

CIL = Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum 

CLL = Melchert (1993a) 

Cor.GP. = Gysseling & Pijnenburg (1977) 

Cot.W. = Anonymous (1857 [s.a.]) 

DELG = Chantraine (2009 [1968-80]) 

Deu.G. = Anonymous (1872 [s.a.]) 

Die.Glo. = Diefenbach & Du Cange (1857) 

Diels Kranz = Diels & Kranz (1951-52) 

Die.Mhb. = Diefenbach (1846) 

DLL - Melchert (2004) 

eDiAna - Miller (2017) 

Egi. - Anonymous (1809 [c. 1230]) 

EIEC = Mallory & Adams (1997) 

Eng.Chr. = Engelhus (1435) 

Ernout & Meillet = Ernout & Meillet (1959) 

EWAia = Mayrhofer (1986-2001) 

Exo.Th. = (1842 [10th c.]) 

Fro.KM. = Anonymous (1846-85 [c. 1260]) 

Fro.L. = Anonymous (1935 [c. 1260]) 


Gal. = Epistle to the Galatians 

Gen.Th. = Anonymous (1698 [10th c.]) 

GEW = Frisk (1973-5 [1960]) 

Gow.Con.M = Gower (1900-1 [c. 1390]) 

GPC = Thomas, Bevan & Donovan (1950) 

Gra.AhdS. = Graff & Massmann (1834-42) 

Grassmann = Grassmann (1964 [1873]) 

HAB = Aéatyan (1971-79) 

Hav. = Anonymous (1756 [14th c.]) 

HED = Puhvel (1984-) 

HEG = Tischler (1977-) 

Hel.S. = Anonymous (1878 [9th c.]) 

Hil.S. = Anonymous (1916 [c. 830]) 

Hit.F. = Anonymous (1847 [13th c.]) 

HKM = Alp (1991) 

Hom.W. = Anonymous (1872 [12th c.]) 

IEW - Pokorny (1959) 

Int.Mc. = Anonymous (1913 [14th c.]) 

Kil.Ety. = Kilianus Dufflaeus (1623) 

Kluge = Kluge & Seebold (1995) 

Lam.Ale.K. - Lamprecht (1884 [c. 1150]) 

LEIA = Vendryés (1959-96) 

Lev. = Book of Leviticus 

LFE = Snell (1955-2010) 

LHE.Th. = Anonymous (1840 [7th. c]) 

LIPP = Dunkel (2014) 

LIV? = Rix & al. (2001) 

Lk. = Gospel of Luke 

LLT-A = Brepolis (2020) 

LSJ = Liddell, Scott & Jones (1940) 

Lüb.H. = Hach (1839 [s.a.]) 

LWS = Gusmani (1980-82) 

LW - Gusmani (1964) 

Matt. = Gospel of Matthew 

Min.H. = Hagen (1838 [13-14th c.]) 

Nei.H. = Neidhart von Reuenthal (1858 
[13th c.]) 
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NIL = Wodtko, Irslinger & Schneider 
(2008) 
Nja.O. = Anonymous (1772 [c. 1270-90]) 
Not.PaL.P. = Notker Labeo (1882 [c. 1000]) 
Ps.Th. = Anonymous (1835 [s.a.]) 
Rey.L. = Loth (1969-70) 
Sno.Edd.S. = Snorri Sturluson (1848-52 
[c. 1220]) 
Stj.U. = Anonymous (1862 [14th ch 
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